Historic,  Archive  Document 

Do  not  assume  content  reflects  current  scientific  knowledge, 
policies,  or  practices. 


S.  R.  A. — Insecticide 


20. 


Issued  June  6,  1918. 


United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


J.  K.  Haywood,  Chairman;  M.  B.  Waite,  A.  L.  Quaintance,  J.  A.  Emery. 


SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.1 


OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS 
ARISING  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

53.  Notice  to  manufacturers  of  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate. 

Manufacturers  of  the  above-mentioned  commodity  are  informed  that  nearly  or 
quite  all  of  them  are  manufacturing  and  selling  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  which 
possesses  a  basic  and  serious  fault.  The  fault  consists  in  using  entirely  too 
much  lead  arsenate  with  respect  to  the  copper  present,  or,  putting  it  in  another 
way,  in  using  entirely  too  little  copper  with  respect  to  the  lead  arsenate  present. 
It  is  the  opinion  of  the  board  that  this  basic  fault  can  never  be  overcome  unless 
the  various  manufacturers  change  their  formulas  for  making  this  mixture. 

For  most  purposes  for  which  Bordeaux  mixture  is  used  the  3-3-50  formula 
is  usually  advised,  while  for  potato  blight  and  certain  other  fungous  diseases, 
such  as  bitter  rot  and  blotch  of  apples,  no  formula  weaker  than  the  4-4-50 
formula  can  be  used  with  confidence.  The  board  considers  the  amount  of 
copper  sulphate  included  in  these  formulas  necessary  to  insure  satisfactory 
control.  This  means  that  in  50  gallons  of  water  the  equivalent  of  3  pounds 
of  crystallized  copper  sulphate  (C11SO45H2O)  should  be  present  in  the  first  case 
and  4  pounds  in  the  second  case.  If  the  spray  is  also  to  be  used' as  an  insecti- 
cide, 50  gallons  should  contain  on  an  average  1  pound  of  dry  lead  arsenate  or 
2  pounds  of  paste  lead  arsenate  under  ordinary  conditions. 

One  manufacturer's  label  for  commercial  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  states  the 
following  composition : 


and  directs  that  the  product  be  used  at  the  rate  of  6  to  10  pounds  to  50 
gallons.  If  this  product  is  used  at  the  rate  of  6  pounds  to  50  gallons,  the  result- 
ant spray  will  contain  the  equivalent  of  only  0.59  pound  of  crystallized  copper 
sulphate  and  will  contain  H  pounds  of  dry  lead  arsenate.    It  will  at  once  be 
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noted  that  used  at  the  above  rate  the  spray  is  five  to  seven  times  weaker  in 
crystallized  copper  sulphate  than  it  should  be,  while  it  is  a  little  stronger  in 
dry  lead  arsenate  than  is  necessary  under  average  conditions. 

If  this  product  is  used  at  the  rate  of  10  pounds  to  50  gallons,  the  resultant 
spray  will  contain  the  equivalent  of  only  0.9S  pound  of  crystallized  copper 
sulphate  and  will  contain  2  pounds  of  dry  lead  arsenate.  It  will  at  once  be 
noted  that,  used  at  the  above  rate,  the  spray  is  three  to  four  times  weaker  in 
crystallized  copper  sulphate  than  it  should  be,  while  it  is  very  much  stronger 
in  dry  lead  arsenate  than  is  necessary  under  average  conditions.  Consequently 
such  a  spray  as  this  would  not  be  efficient  as  a  fungicide  under  many  conditions 
"and  there  would  be  waste  of  1  pound  (100  per  cent)  of  dry  lead  arsenate  under 
average  conditions.  . 

Another  manufacturer's  label  for  commercial  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  states 
the  following  composition : 

Per  cent. 

Copper    5. 4 

Dry  lead  arsenate  20. 2 

Inert  ingredients  74.  4 

and  directs  that  the  product  be  used  at  the  rate  of  7  to  10  pounds  to  50  gallons 
of  water.  If  this  product  is  used  at  the  rate  of  7  pounds  to  50  gallons  the  re- 
sultant spray  will  contain  the  equivalent  of  only  1.4S  pounds  of  crystallized  cop- 
per sulphate  and  will  contain  1.41  pounds  of  dry  lead  arsenate.  It  will  at  once 
be  noted  that  used  at  the  above  rate  the  spray  is  two  to  three  times  weaker  in 
crystallized  copper  sulphate  than  it  should  be.  while  it  is  a  little  stronger  in  dry 
lead  arsenate  than  is  necessary  under  average  conditions. 

If  this  product  is  used  at  the  rate  of  10  pounds  to  50  gallons  the  resultant 
spray  will  contain  the  equivalent  of  only  2.12  pounds  of  crystallized  copper 
sulphate  and  will  contain  2.02  pounds  of  dry  lead  arsenate.  It  will  at  once  be 
noted  that,  used  at  the  above  rate,  the  spray  is  considerably  weaker  in  crystal- 
lized copper  sulphate  than  it  should  be,  while  it  is  very  much  stronger  in  dry 
lead  arsenate  than  is  necessary  under  average  conditions.  Consequently,  such 
a  spray  as  this  would  not  be  efficient  as  a  fungicide  under  many  conditions, 
and  there  would  be  a  waste  of  1  pound  of  dry  lead  arsenate  tinder  average 
conditions. 

Another  manufacturer's  label  for  commercial  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  states 
the  following  composition: 


Tor  cent. 

Copper    3.25 

Dry  lead  arsenate  tL  50 

Inert  ingredients  85,  25 


and  directs  that  the  product  be  used  at  the  rate  of  12  pounds  to  50  gallons 
of  water.  If  this  product  is  used  at  the  above  mentioned  rate  the  resultant 
spray  will  contain  the  equivalent  of  only  1.53  pounds  of  crystallized  copper 
sulphate  and  will  contain  L98  pounds  of  dry  lead  arsenate.  It  will  at  once  be 
noted  that,  used  at  the  above  rati',  the  spray  is  two  to  three  times  weaker  in 
crystallized  copper  sulphate  than  it  should  be,  while  it  is  a  little  stronger  in 
dry  lead  arsenate  than  is  necessary  under  average  conditions.  Consequently 
such  a  spray  as  this  would  not  be  ehVient  as  a  fungicide  under  many  conditions, 
and  there  would  be  a  slight  waste  of  dry  load  arsenate  under  average  conditions. 

In  view  of  the  above  explanation  it  will  at  once  1*»  seen  that  if  the  Bordeaux- 
lead  arsenates  cited  are  OSSd  stronn  enough  to  act  as  effective  fungicides, 
i.  e.,  so  that  the  equivalent  of  crystallized  copper  sulphate  will  amount  to 
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3  to  4  pounds  to  50  gallons,  there*  will  be  a  considerable  waste  of  the  rather 
costly  constituent,  dry  lead  arsenate.  In  fact  the  dry  lead  arsenate  will  be 
present  to  such  an  extent  in  some  cases  as  to  be,  probably,  injurious  to  vegeta- 
tion under  certain  conditions.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Bordeaux-lead  arsen- 
ates cited  are  used  just  strong  enough  to  act  as  effective  insecticides  under 
average  conditions  they  will  not  be  effective  as  fungicides. 

With  its  present  information  the  board  can  not  see  any  reason  why  a 
Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  should  not  be  prepared,  which  instead  of  containing 
a  great  excess  of  dry  lead  arsenate,  relative  to  the  copper  present,  contains 
slightly  more  dry  lead  arsenate  than  copper.  Such  a  mixture  could  be  diluted 
to  any  desired  effective  strength  and  would  contain  the  correct  relative  quanti- 
ties of  copper  and  dry  lead  arsenate  for  average  conditions. 

For  example,  suppose  the  manufacturer  prepares  a  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate 
containing : 


If  such  a  mixture  is  used  at  the  rate  of  15  pounds  to  50  gallons  the  resultant 
spraying  mixture  will  contain  the  equivalent  of  3  pounds  of  crystallized  copper 
sulphate  and  1  pound  of  dry  lead  arsenate,  which  is  satisfactory  for  most  spray- 
ing purposes.  If  the  manufacturer  wished  the  consumer  to  use  the  spray  for 
potato  blight  and  certain  other  diseases  requiring  the  equivalent  of  4  pounds 
of  crystallized  copper  sulphate  to  50  gallons  he  could  direct  that  the  product 
be  used  at  the  rate  of  20£  pounds  to  50  gallons,  in  which  event  the  crystallized 
copper  sulphate  would  be  correct  and  the  dry  lead  arsenate  would  amount  to 
1.3  pounds. 

Again,  suppose  the  manufacturer  prepares  a  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  con- 
taining : 


If  such  a  mixture  is  used  at  the  rate  of  7.7  pounds  to  50  gallons  the  resultant 
spraying  mixture  will  contain  the. equivalent  of  3  pounds  of  crystallized  copper 
sulphate  and  1  pound  of  dry  lead  arsenate.  If  the  manufacturer  wishes  the 
consumer  to  use  the  spray  for  potato  blight  and  certain  other  diseases,  requiring 
the  equivalent  of  4  pounds  of  crystallized  copper  sulphate  to  50  gallons  he  could 
direct  that  the  product  be  used  at  the  rate  of  10  pounds  to  50  gallons,  in  which 
event  the  crystallized  copper  sulphate  would  be  correct  and  the  dry  lead  arsenate 
would  amount  to  1.3  pounds. 

It  is,  therefore,  the  earnest  recommendation  of  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide 
Board  that  all  manufacturers,  if  they  have  not  already  clone  so,  take  steps  to 
modify  their  formulas  for  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate,  so  that  the  proportion 
between  copper  and  dry  lead  arsenate  will  be  correct. 

On  the  labels  for  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  prepared  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  suggested  above,  as  well  as  on  any  sample  of  Bordeaux-lead  pre- 
pared as  at  present,  a  precautionary  statement  along  the  following  lines  should 
be  made : 

Not  to  "be  used  for  late  spring-  or  early  summer  application  on  apples 
and  not  to  be  used  on  the  peach  or  Japanese  plum. 


Copper   

Dry  lead  arsenate. 
Inert  ingredients . 


Per  cent. 
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On  the  labels  of  Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  prepared  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  suggested  above  and  used  in  the  proportions  suggested  above,  the 
following  additional  precautionary  statement  riWlM  be  made: 

In  case  of  severe  infestation  with  external  leaf-eating  insects,  use  1 
extra  pound  of  dry  lead  arsenate  or  2  extra  pounds  of  paste  lead  arsenate 
to  each  50  gallons  of  the  spray. 

It  is  essential,  of  course,  that  the  physical  properties  of  a  factory-made 
Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  mixture  should  be  satisfactory,  so  that  the  product  will 
"  staud  up  "  well  in  water  and  stick  well  to  the  foliage. 

The  board  recognizes  the  fact  that  it  is  a  convenience  for  many  buyers  to  be 
able  to  purchase  a  prepared  combined  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and.  therefore, 
Bordeaux-lead  arsenate  mixture  may  serve  a  useful  purpose.  The  board  does 
not,  therefore,  wish  to  discourage  the  use  of  such  a  product ;  however,  we  also 
believe  that  the  formula  of  this  product  should  be  such  that  the  spray  mixture 
resulting  from  it  will  be  in  accordance  with  common  spraying  practice,  and 
that  the  use  of  the  product  will  not  result  in  a  great  waste  of  lead  arsenate  on 
the  one  hand  or  a  lack  of  efficient  fungicidal  action  on  tl>e  other  hand. 
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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

336.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  Deadine  Roacli  Powder."    U.  S.  v. 

The  Deadine  Manufacturing-  Co.    Flea  of  g-uilty.    Fine,  $50.     (I  &  F. 

No.  363.    Dom.  No.  8951.) 

On  October  5,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Deadine  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  that 
on  March  5,  1914,  the  defendant  sold  and  delivered  to  The  Lewy  Chemical  Co., 
a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  480  cans, 
labeled  "  Deadine  Roach  Powder,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

It  was  alleged  further  in  the  information  that  the  article  was  adulterated 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  packages,  "  Deadine.  'Active ' 
ingredient,  fluoride  of  sodium  (50  to  60%)  'Inert'  ingredient  (a  compound 
necessary  to  make  Deadine  effective)  (50  to  40%),"  purported  and  professed 
that  the  article  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  strength  and  purity  of* con- 
sisting and  being  composed  of  fluoride  of  sodium  in  a  proportion  of  50  to  60 
per  cent  thereof,  and  of  an  inert  ingredient  in  a  proportion  of  50  to  40  per  cent 
thereof,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  consisted 
and  was  composed  of  fluoride  of  sodium  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  50  per 
cent  thereof,  and  consisted  and  was  composed  of  inert  ingredient  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  50  per  cent  thereof,  said  sodium  fluoride  being  a  substance 
and  ingredient  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  said  inert  ingredient  being 
a  substance  which  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects. 

It  was  alleged  further  that  the  article  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  and  cans  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans 
bore  the  statement,  "Deadine.  'Active'  ingredient,  fluoride  of  sodium  (50  to 
60%)  'Inert'  ingredient  (a  compound  necessary  to  make  Deadine  effective) 
(50  to  40%),"  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  of 
fluoride  of  sodium  in  a  proportion  of  50  to  60  per  cent  thereof,  but  was 
composed  and  consisted  of  fluoride  sodium  in  a  proportion  much  less  than 
50  per  cent  thereof,  and  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed 
of  an  inert  ingredient  in  a  proportion  of  50  to  40  per  cent  thereof,  but  consisted 
and  was  composed  of  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  50 
per  cent  thereof,  and  none  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  of  the  article  were  neces- 
sary to  make  the  same  effective;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statements,  "  A  successfully  tried  preparation  for  the  total  destruction  of 
cockroaches,  water  bugs,  and  every  variety  of  insect  life,"  and  "  Deadine  Roach 
Powder  es  una  preparacion  que  ha  alcanzado  gran  exito  para  la  destruccion  de 
cucarachas  y  toda  variedad  de  insectos,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  de- 
stroy every  variety  of  insect  life ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statements,  "  Nothing  should  be  mixed  with  Deadine  Roach  Powder  and  if 
used  according  to  directions  will  prove  more  satisfactory  than  any  other 
preparation  of  its  kind  on  the  market,"  and  "  No  debe  mezclarse  nada  con  la 
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'Deadine  Road)  Powder1  y  si  ae  aiguen  estae  instruccioues  fielmente  tessemos 
la  sequiridad  que  dara  mas  satisfaetorio  rcsultado  que  cualquiera  otra  prepara- 
cion  para  el  mismo  o'ojecto,"  whereas  the  article,  if  used  according  to  the  direc- 
tions on  the  labels,  would  not  he  more  satisfactory  than  any  other  preparation 
of  its  kind  on  the  market;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  "Harmless  to  pet  animals,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  harm- 
less to  pet  animals  if  taken  internally  by  them,  but  said  article  contained  an 
ingredient,  to  wit,  sodium  fluoride,  which  is  poisonous,  injurious,  and  harmful 
to  pet  animals,  and  by  reason  of  containing  said  sodium  fluoride  the  article  would 
be  poisonous,  injurious,  and  harmful  to  pet  animals  if  taken  internally  by 
them.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  in- 
secticide other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  it  consisted  par- 
tially of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  substances  other  than  sodium  fluoride,  which 
said  substances  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said 
inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels  on  the  cans,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of 
said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  to  wit,  sodium  fluoride, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans. 

It  was  alleged  further  that  on  March  14,  1914.  The  Lewy  Chemical  Co.  shipped 
and  delivered  for  shipment  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia 60  of  the  4S0  cans  so  sold  and  delivered  to  it  by  The  Deadine  Manufac- 
turing Co. ;  that  when  shipped  and  delivered  by  The  Lewy  Chemical  Co.,  the 
said  60  cans  and  the  contents  and  labels  thereof  were  intact  and  in  the 
identical  condition  as  when  received  by  The  Lewy  Chemical  Co.  from  The  Dead" 
ine  Manufacturing  Co. :  and  that  before  the  delivery  of  the  article  to  The 
Lewy  Chemical  Co.,  The  Deadine  Manufacturing  Co.  affixed  to  the  labels  on  the 
said  60  cans  a  guaranty  as  follows:  "Guaranteed  by  The  Deadine  Mfg.  Co. 
under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  Serial  No.  146  " ;  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
said  guaranty  The  Deadine  Manufacturing  Co.  was  amenable  to  the  prosecu- 
tions, fines,  and  penalties  which  would  otherwise  attach  to  The  Lewy  Chemi- 
cal Co. 

On  March  9,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Caiu.  Ykoomax. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Ayricult  urv. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  J 018. 
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337.  Misbranding  of  "  Dr.  Williams  Fly  &  Insect  Destroyer."    IT.  S.  v.  Dr. 

Williams  Fly  &  Insect  Destroyer.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  if!50.  (J.  &  F. 
No.  454.    Dom.  No.  10996.) 

At  the  February  term,  1917,  of  the  United  States  court  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  acting  upon  a 
report  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  information 
against  Dr.  Williams  Fly  &  Insect  Destroyer,  a  corporation,  Madrid,  N.  Y., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  the  defendant,  on  April  10,  1915,  from  the  State  of 
New  York  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained 
in  24  cans,  labeled  "  Dr.  Williams  Fly  &  Insect  Destroyer,"  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  which  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  (2)»  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statement  regarding  the 
article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein,  borne  on  the  labels 
on  the  cans  and  packages,  to  wit,  "  One  Gallon,"  represented  that  each  of  the 
cans  contained  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  the 
cans  contained  less  than  1  gallon  of  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  insecticide 
was  alleged  further  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  stated  on  the 
labels  on  the  outside  of  the  cans  in  terms  of  measure,  to  wit,  "  One  Gallon," 
whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  not  stated  correctly  on  the  out- 
side of  the  cans,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans  were,  in  truth  and 
in  fact,  less  than  1  gallon  of  the  article. 

On  March  6,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Gael  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  January  28,  1918. 
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338.  Atlnlterntlon  and  misbrn inline  of  **  Van  Antwerp'*  Schnarr's  Insccll- 
oide.''     U.  S.  v.  Ann  Antwerp'*  Drug-  Corporation.     Plea  of*  guilty. 

Fine,  $50  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  350.    Dom.  Nos.  8541,  8G13.) 

On  December  24,  "l915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  Distric  t 
of  Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Van  Antwerp's  Drug  Corporation,  a  corporation,  Mobile,  Ala.,  alleging  the 
Shipment  by  the  said  defendant  of  quantities  of  an  article  labeled  "Van  Ant- 
werp's Sclmarr's  Insecticide,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  as  follows :  On  January  14,- 1914,  from  the  State  of 
Alabama  into  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a  quantity  contained  in  12  cans,  and  on 
March  11,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Alabama  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  of  a 
quantity  contained  in  24  cans. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  In  this,  thai  the  state- 
ment. "  Contains  about  25%  water  necessary  in  manufacture,"  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the 
article  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  containing  water  in  the  proportion  of 
29  per  cent,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article 
fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article  contained 
water  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  25  per  cent,  said  water  being  a  sub- 
stance and  ingredient  which  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  and 
mitigate  insects. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  which  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "Contains  about  25%.  water  necessary  in  manufacture." 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  and  consisted  of  water  in 
a  proportion  much  greater  than  25  per  cent,  and  water  in  the  proportion  of 
25  per  cent  was  not  necessary  in  the  manufacture  of  the  article;  and  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  For  use  on  Pecans  and  De- 
ciduous Fruits  such  as  Apples  and  Peaches.  Bud  Moth  of  Pecans — Spray  with 
Sclmarr's  Insecticide  during  December,  January  or  February,  while  the  trees 
are  dormant,  using  the  Insecticide  at  the  rate  of  one  gallon  to  twenty  gallons 
of  water,  or  two  and  one-half  gallons  to  a  fifty-gallon  barrel,"  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  againsl  the  hud  moth  of  the 
pecan  tree  if  applied  thereto  by  spraying  during  the  months  of  December,  Janu- 
ary, or  February,  in  the  strength  and  proportion  of  1  gallon  thereof  to  20  gal- 
lons of  water;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements, 
"For  use  on  citrus  fruits  in  winter  use  1  gallon  to  60  gallons  water.  During 
summer  use  1  gallon  to  NX  gallons  of  water."  and  "  In  reply  to  your  request  for 
information  on  the  results  of  ni\  use  of  Schnarr's  Insecticide,  will  say  that  I 
find  it  the  most  efficient  spray  I  have  yet  used  for  the  control  of  Citrus  Fruit 
insects.  As  I  understand  it  this  insecticide  is  the  only  commercial  preparation 
on  the  market  for  the  purpose,  and  we  much  prefer  using  it  over  the  homemade 
preparations."  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  insects  which  affect  and  attack  citrus  fruits  if  applied  thereto  in  the 
proportion  of  1  gallon  thereof  to  0(5  gallons  of  water,  in  the  winter,  and  in  the 
strength  ami  proportion  of  1  gallon  thereof  to  88  gallons  of  water,  in  the 
summer. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it 
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consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  substance 
and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
arid  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing 
the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the. name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  ingredients  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or 
any  of  the  labels  on  the  said  cans. 

On_ March  5,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs. 

Gael  Veooman. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
46097° — IS  2 
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339.  Misbranding  of  "Tarboline."    V.  S.  v.  lied  «  C  "  Oil   Jlaniif aeturini? 

Company.     Plea    of    nolo    contendere.     Fine,   $5.     (I.    &    F.    No.  378. 

Dom.  No.  9103.) 

On  March  30,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  Red  "C" 
Oil  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Baltimore,  Md..  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  May  20.  1914,  from  the  State  of  Maryland  into  the  State  of 
Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  to  wit,  52  gallons,  contained  in  a 
barrel,  labeled  "  Tarboline,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  (1)  that  a  label  on  the  barrel  bore  statements  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
label  on  the  barrel,  "  Tarboline.  The  Great  Disinfectant,  Deodorant  and 
Germicide.  Non-poisonous,"  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the 
article  wafe  not  poisonous,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  poison- 
ous:  and  in  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  label  on  the  barrel.  "Tarbo- 
line will  prevent  spreading  of  contagious  diseases  such  as  Typhoid  Fever, 
Scarlet  Fever,  Diphtheria,  etc.  Suspend  about  the  room  well  spread  cloths 
moistened  with  two  tablespoonfuls  of  Tarboline  to  each  quart  of  water.  Allow 
several  bowls  of  Tarboline  and  water  to  evaporate  in  the  sick  room,  which 
will  be  found  of  much  assistance  in  purifying  the  atmosphere.''  conveyed  the 
meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  would  prevent  the  spreading  of 
typhoid  fever.-  scarlet  fever,  and  diphtheria,  and  all  other  such  coin  acinus 
diseases,  and  that  the  article  would  be  of  assistance  in  purifying  the  atmosphere 
in  rooms  infected  with  such  diseases,  if  the  article  were  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  by 
the  said  statements,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not 
prevent  the  spread  of  typhoid  fever,  scarlet  fever,  and  diphtheria,  and  all 
other  such  contagious  diseases,  and  the  article  would  not  be  of  assistance 
in  purifying  the  atmosphere  in  rooms  infected  with  such  diseases,  if  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed 
by  the  said  statements. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  sub- 
stance, to  wit,  water,  which  said  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the' 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  on  the  barrel  containing  the 
article,  nor.  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredient, were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  any  label  on  the  barrel  containing  the  article. 

On  March  30.  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  pica  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $5. 

Carl  Vbooman, 
i     Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  WIS. 
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340.  Misbranding  of  "  Cedar  Oil."     U.  S.  v.  Samuel  Steinfeld  and  Leo  «tein- 
feld   (Steinfeld  Brothers).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  .$25.     (I.   &  F.  No. 
477.    Dona.  No.  10G03.) 

On  February  28,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Samuel 
Steinfeld  and  Leo  Steinfeld,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  of 
Steinfeld  Bros.,  Verona,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on 
August  2,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  72  cans,  each  inclosed,  with  a  mop,  in  a  tin 
box  and  labeled  "  Cedar  Oil,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
a  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  and  the  labels  on  the  tin  boxes 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  con- 
tained therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Cedar  Oil  for  the  Steinfeld  Cedar 
Polish  Mop  For  Dustless  Dusting,  Dry  Cleaning  and  Polishing  of  Hardwood, 
Varnished,  Waxed,  Painted,  Linoleum,  Oil  Cloth,  Tiled  or  Concrete  Floors, 
Base  Boards,  Woodwork  and  Furniture.  Contains  no  harmful  ingredients,  but 
is  an  Antiseptic,  and  will  not  stain  Carpets,  Hugs,  Etc.,"  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  essentially  of  cedar  oil  and  did 
not  contain  any  cedar  oil  whatever,  and  did  not  possess  antiseptic  properties, 
and  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  on  floors,  woodwork,  and  furniture, 
would  not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans 
bore  the  statements,  "  How  to  Use  Steinfeld  Cedar  Oil.  To  prepare  the  Cedar 
Polish  Mop  for  ordinary  use,  one  application  of  Cedar  Oil  every  two  weeks 
is  sufficient.  Pour  a  small  quantity  of  the  Cedar  Oil  on  the  thread  part  of  the 
Mop  and  allow  it  to  saturate  thoroughly.  Cedar  Oil  is  a  Foe  of  Dust  and  Dirt, 
a  Germicide  and  a  Disinfectant,  also  a  wonderful  Polish  for  all  kinds  of  Fur- 
niture, Woodwork,  Floors,  etc.  Makes  all  Polished  Surfaces  Look  Like  New 
and  gives  added  Strength.  Cedar  Oil  will  not  gum  or  stick,"  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  essentially  of  cedar  oil 
and  did  not  contain  any  cedar  oil  whatever,  and  did  not  possess  germicidal  or 
disinfecting  properties,  and  the  article  when  applied  and  used  on  floors,  wood- 
work, or  furniture,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  germicide  and  disinfectant; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Use  Steinfeld 
Cedar  Polish  Mop  Disinfects,  Cleanses,  Polishes,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  essentially  of  cedar  oil  and  did 
not  contain  any  cedar  oil  whatever,  and  did  not  possess  disinfecting  proper- 
ties, and  the  article,  when  applied  and  used  on  floors,  by  means  of  the  said 
mop,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
tin  boxes  bore  the  statements,  "  The  Steinfeld  Cedar  Polish  Mop  Extra 
Quality  Twine  Padded  Steel  Frame  Detachable  Polished  Handle  Adjustable 
to  any  Angle.  Treated  with  Special  Compound  Cedar  Oil  Guaranteed  Not  to 
Stain  Carpets — Rugs  or  the  Finest  Fabrics,  e  Disinfects — Cleanses— Polishes," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  essentially 
of  cedar  oil  and  did  not  contain  any  cedar  oil  whatever,  and  did  not  possess 
disinfecting  properties,  and  the  article,  when  applied  and  used  on  floors  by 
means  of  the  said  mop,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  ^disinfectant ;  and  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  tin  boxes  bore  the  statements.  "  Steinfeld  Cedar  Polish 
Mop  For  Polishing  Cleaning  and  Dusting  Floors,  Woodwork,  And  All  Kinds  of 
Furniture    Neat — Light— Durable — Gets  Into  The  Corners    Detachable,  Highly 
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Polished,  Hani  Wood  Handle,  Adjustable  to  Any  Angle.  Good  Quality  White 
Twine.  Treated  with  Extra  Compound  Cedar  Oil  which  Disinfects,  Cleanses 
Thoroughly  and  Polishes.  Heavy  Steel  Wire  Frame,  Padded  to  Prevent 
Scratching  or  Damage  to  Furniture.  One  application  of  our  'Cedar  Oil'  every 
two  weeks  is  sufficient  to  prepare  the  mop  for  ordinary  use,"  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  essentially  of  cedar  oil 
and  did  not  contain  any  cedar  oil  whatever,  and  did  not  possess  disinfecting 
properties,  and  the  article,  when  applied  and  used  on  floors  and  woodwork 
by  means  of  the  said  mop,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant;  and  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  tin  boxes  bore  the  statements,  "  Cedar  Oil  for  Steiufeld 
Polish  Mop  Especially  Recommended  for  Dustless  Dusting,  Dry  Cleaning,  and 
Polishing  Hard  Wood,  Varnished,  Waxed,  Painted,  Linoleum,  Oil  Cloth,  Tiled 
or  Concrete  Floors.  For  Dusting  and  Cleaning  Base  Boards,  Furniture,  and 
Wood  Work  of  Every  Description.  Contains  no  harmful  ingredients,  but  is 
Antiseptic  and  Germicide,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
consist  wholly  or  essentially  of  cellar  oil  and  did  not  contain  any  cedar  oil 
whatever,  and  it  did  not  posssess  antiseptic  or  germicidal  properties,  and  the 
article,  when  applied  and  used  on  floors,  -woodwork,  or  furniture,  would  not 
be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  and  germicide;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
tin  boxes  bore  the  statements,  "  Cedar  Oil  for  Steinfeld  Polish  Mop  *  *  * 
Furnished  in  Half-Pint,  Pint  and  Quart  Screw  Top  Lithographed  Cans. 
Prices  of  Cedar  Oil.    HalT-Pint  size___25o\    One  Pint  Size_— 50c.    One  Quart 

Size  $1.00."  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  each  of  the  cans  did  not  contain 

one-half  pint  of  the  article,  but  contained  less  than  one-half  pint  thereof; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Cedar  Oil  *  *  * 
Price  25  Cents  Net  Contents,  S  oz.."  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  each  of 
the  cans  did  not  contain  8  fluid  ounces  of  the  article,  but  contained  less  than 
8  fluid  ounces  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  tin  boxes  bore  the 
statement,  "  How  to  Clean  the  Mop  *  *  *  After  it  has  been  Cleaned  aud 
Dried,  give  the  Mop  a  thorough  application  of  our  Cedar  Oil,  aud  it  is  again 
ready  for  use  and  as  good  as  new,"  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
did  not  consist  wholly  or  essentially  of  cedar  oil  and  did  not  contain  any  cedar 
Oil  whatever. 

On  April  2,  1917,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

UAKL  Ykooman, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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341.  Mislsranslins"  of  "Ant  Destroyer."     U.   S.  v.  Bon  Arbor   Clieniieal  Co. 
Plea  ©f  guilty.    Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  F.  No.  484.     Dora.  No.  10899.) 

On  April  5,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  the  Bon  Arbor 
Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Paterson,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  de- 
fendant, on  May  15,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Ohio, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  cans,  labeled  "Ant  Destroyer,"  which 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  sugar, 
which  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and 
the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  of  the  cans  containing  the  said  article, 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on 
each  or  any  label  of  the  cans. 

On  April  16,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Caul  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture* 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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342.  MiabrandiaK'  <»f   lime   and   sulphur   Holntion.     1.   S.   v.   Otis  Orchards 
Supply  C«>.     Plea  of  suilty.    Fine,  #10.     (I.  &   P.   N<».   459.     I'oni.  No. 

io:iCi).  > 

On  February  13,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the- Eastern  District  of 
Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  oi*  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  Slates  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Otis  Orchards  Supply  Co.,  a  corporation,  Otis  Orchards,  Wash.,  alleging  the 
Shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  2G,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Washington 
into  the  State  of  Idaho,  of  a  quantity  of  lime  and  sulphur  solution,  contained  in 
50  barrels,  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  in- 
secticide other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenates,  and  a  fungicide,  and  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  calcium  sulphate,  which  said  inert 
substances  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the 
names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingre- 
dients were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  tin  labels,  nor,  in 
lieu  of  naming  and  stating  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels. 

On  April  5,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  !>10. 

Carl  Vboomajt, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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343.  Adulteration  and  misbranding?  of  "  Devoe  Arsenate  of  Lead."    IT.  S.  v. 

F.   Wo   Devoe    &    C.    T.    Reynolds    Co.     Plea   of   guilty.    Fine,  $25. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  428.    Dona.  No.  9905.) 

On  November  28,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
F.  W.  Devoe  &  C.  T.  Raynolds  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February  17,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  25  cans, 
labeled  "  Devoe  Arsenate  of  Lead,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act.  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  the  statement, 
to  wit,  "  Devoe  Dry  materials  for  making  Two  Pounds  Arsenate  of  Lead.  Stir 
the  contents  of  this  package  into  50  gallons  of  water,"  borne  on  the  labels  on 
the  cans  containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and 
the  quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  was 
arsenate  of  lead,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  words  "  Two  Pounds  Arsenate 
of  Lead,"  were  in  large  and  conspicuous  letters  and  type  and  prominently  situ- 
ated and  displayed  on  the  label,  so  as  to  readily  attract  attention,  and  the 
words,  "  Dry  materials  for  making,"  and  the  words,  "  Stir  the  contents  of  this 
package  into  50  gallons  of  water,"  were  in  much  smaller  and  inconspicuous 
letters  and  type  and  not  displayed  on  the  label  so  as  to  readily  attract  atten- 
tion, and  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  article  was  invoiced  by  F.  W.  Devoe 
&  C.  T.  Raynolds  Co.  as  "Arsenate  of  Lead  " ;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity 
of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  it  was  not  arsenate  of  lead,  but  was  composed  and  consisted 
wholly  of  substances  and  ingredients  other  than  arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit,  lead 
nitrate,  sodium  arsenate,  starch,  and  certain  volatile  matter.  Adulteration 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  We  guarantee 
that  this  package  contains  more  than  30%  arsenic  oxide,  and  no  water  soluble 
arsenic  oxide,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans,  purported  and  professed  that 
the  standard  and  quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  were  such 
that  it  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  greater  than  30  per  cent,  and 
that  it  contained  no  arsenic  oxide  in  water-soluble  form,  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in 
that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  much 
less  than  30  per  cent,  and  all  of  the  said  arsenic  oxide  so  present  in  the  article 
was  in  water-soluble  form.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Devoe  Dry  materials  for  making  Two  Pounds 
Arsenate  of  Lead.  Stir  the  contents  of  this  package  into  50  gallons  of  water," 
borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  purported  and  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  composed  and  consisted  wholly  of  arsenate  of  lead, 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  words,  "  Two  Pounds  Arsenate  of  Lead,"  were  in 
large  and  conspicuous  letters  and  type  and  prominently  situated  and  displayed 
on  the  label,  so  as  to  readily  attract  attention,  and  the  words,  "  Dry  materials 
for  making,"  and  ''  Stir  the  contents  of  this  package  into  50  gallons  of  water," 
were  in  much  smaller  and  inconspicuous  letters  and  type  and  not  displayed 
on  the  labef  so  as  to  readily  attract  attention,  whereas  substances  other  than 
arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit,  lead  nitrate,  sodium  arsenate,  starch,  and  certain 
volatile  matter,  had  been  substituted  wholly  for  arsenate  of  lead. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and 
(1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 


394 


INSECTICIDE  AXD  FUNGICIDE  BOABD. 


[S.  R.  A., 


branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  tlie  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  state- 
ment borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans,  to  wit,  "Devoe  Dry  materials  for 
making  Two  Pounds  Arsenate  of  Lead.  Stir  the  contents  of  this  package  into 
00  gallons  of  water,"  represented  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  words  "  Two  Pounds  Arsenate  of  Lead,"  were  in 
large  and  conspicuous  letters  and  type  and  prominently  situated  and  displayed 
on  the  label,  so  as  to  readily  attract  attention,  and  the  words,  u  Dry  materials 
for  making,"  and  "  Stir  the  contents  of  this  package  into  50  gallons  of  water," 
were  ha  much  smaller  and  inconspicuous  letters  and  type  and  not  displayed  on 
the  labels  so  as  to  readily  attract  attention,  whereas  the  article  was  not  arsenate 
of  lead,  but  was  composed  and  consisted  wholly  of  substances  and  ingredients 
other  than  arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit,  lead  nitrate,  sodium  arsenate,  starch,  and 
certain  volatile  matter;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  on 
the  cans,  to  wit,  "We  guarantee  that  this  package  contains  more  than  thirty 
per  cent  arsenic  oxide,  and  no  water  soluble  arsenic  oxide,"  represented  that 
the  article  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  greater  than  30  per  cent, 
and  that  the  article  contained  no  arsenic  oxide  in  water-soluble  form,  where- 
as the  article  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  30  per 
cent,  and  the  said  arsenic  oxide  so  contained  in  the  article  was  in  water- 
soluble  form.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  con- 
tained arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  so 
present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  cent  of  metallic  arsenic, 
on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof 
and  in  water-soluble  fonn,  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble 
form  so  present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of 
metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans  containing  the  article.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  farther  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  starch,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name 
and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
nor.  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient, 
were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any 
label  on  the  cans  containing  the  article. 

On  April  4,  1017,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C'.vra.  Vrooman. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1018. 
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344.  Misbranding  of  "  Fish  Oil."    U.  S.  v.  N.  B.  Cook  Oil  Co.    Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  .$25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  467.    Dom.  No.  0915.) 

On  March  14,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of.  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
N.  B.  Cook  Oil  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  September  29,  1914,  from  the  State 
of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Florida,  of  54  gallons  of  an  article,  contained  in  a 
barrel  or  cask,  labeled  "  Fish  Oil,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  barrel  or  cask  bore  a  statement 
regarding  the  article  and  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  therein 
which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  barrel 
or  cask  bore  the  words,  "  Fish  Oil,"  which  represented  that  the  article  consisted 
and  was  composed  wholly  of  fish  oil,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  wholly  of  fish  oil,  but  consisted 
and  was  composed  partially  of  mineral  oils  and  only  partially  of  fish  oil. 

On  April  10,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Gael  Vhooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1018. 
46097° — IS  3  , 
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845.  >liMl>ramlin&   of  "  Tlie   Great   Western   BtiK  Exterminator."     U.   S.  v. 

Charles  G.  Enge  (Western  Chemical  Co.).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $3. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  452.    Dom.  No.  100SO.) 

On  February  19,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Charles  G.  Enge,  trading  as  the  Western  Chemical  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleg- 
ing the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  24,  191o,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  432 
cans,  labeled  "  The  Great  Western  Bug  Exterminator,"  which  was  misbrauded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  de.stroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  lal>els,  nor,  in 
lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percen- 
tage of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  labels. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  ar- 
ticle which  were  falsely  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statement 
borne  on  the  labels,  "  The  Great  Western  Bug  Exterminator  'A  destroyer  of 
all  bugs'  Bed  bugs,  water  bugs,  roaches,  ants,  fleas,  lice,  etc.  For  destroying 
bed  or  water  bugs,  roaches,  moths,  and  all  other  vermin.  This  liquid  penetrates 
the  wood,  walls,  and  carpets;  kills  the  bugs,  destroys  their  eggs,"  represented 
that  the  article  would  kill  all  bugs  and  destroy  their  eggs,  and  would  destroy 
all  insects  and  all  vermin,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not 
kill  all  bugs  and  destroy  their  eggs,  and  would  not  destroy  all  insects  and  all 
vermin. 

On  April  23,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

Carl  Ykoomax, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  0.,  January  2S,  1 018. 
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346.  Misbranding  of  "A  veins  tins  Carbolinemn."  U.  S.  v.  Caroolineuisa 
Wood  Preserving  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $20.  (I.  &  F.  No.  468. 
Doni.  Nos.  5914,  10517.) 

On  April  11,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Carbo- 
lineum  Wood  Preserving  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  the  defendant,  on  August  5,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  cans,  labeled 
"Avenarius  Carbolineum,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Net  Contents  One  Gallon," 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  the  said  cans  did  not  contain  1  gallon 
of  the  article,  but  contained  less  than  1  gallon  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Avenarius  Carbolineum  Kills  Lice 
and  Mites.  Guaranteed  to  keep  poultry  houses  Free  of  All  Vermin  when  painted 
or  sprayed  Once  A  Year,"  and  "  Vermicidal  Directions  as  an  Insecticide  for 
Poultry  Houses:  Apply  Avenarius  Carbolineum  with  brush  or  sprayer  to  walls, 
roosts,  and  nest  boxes,  getting  it  well  into  all  crevices  and  perch  sockets.  Scrape 
off  all  loose  coatings  of  whitewash  or  paint.  Apply  hot  to  secure  quick  penetra- 
tion. When  it  does  not  flow  freely  through  sprayer,  thin  with  crude  yellow 
benzel  or  coal  tar  naphtha,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not 
be  effective  against  all  lice  and  all  vermin  on  poultry ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Avenarius  Carbolineum  Kills 
Lice  and  Mice  *  *  *  Vermicidal  Directions  *  *  *  Young  Chicks : 
Place  for  five  minutes  in  a  covered  box  painted  on  inside  with  Avenarius  Car- 
bolineum. This  will  rid  them  of  lice  and  mites,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  state- 
ments, would  not  be  effective  against  lice  or  mites  on  young  chickens ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore'the  statement,  to  wit:  "  Protects  bee-hives 
against  ants  and  moths,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  application  of  the 
article  to  beehives  would  not  protect  such  beehives  against  moths ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Protects  gran- 
neries  against  weevil  attack,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  application  of 
the  article  to  granaries  would  not  protect  grain  therein  against  attacks  of 
weevils ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"  Remedy  Against  Insects  on  fruit  and  shade  trees ;  Avenarius  Carbolineum  will 
kill  scale,  borers,  lice,  and  beetles,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  article  to  fruit  trees  or  shade  trees  would  not  be  effective  against  all 
insects,  all  scale,  all  borers,  all  lice,  or  all  beetles  that  attack  or  infest  such 
fruit  trees  or  shade  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  to  wit,  "  May  also  be  used  on  horses,  cattle,  and  dogs  against  fleas, 
lice,  and  ticks,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  application  of  the  article  to 
horses  or  cattle  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  ticks  that  infest 
said  animals. 

On  May  2,  1917,  the  defendant  having  withdrawn  a  plea  of  not  guilty  pre- 
viously entered  and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  the  court  im- 
posed a  fine  of  $20.  Carl  Veooman, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1018. 
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H47.  Misbranding    <>f    **  Ridnnt's."     U.    S.    v.    The    Cleveland  Galvanizing; 

Works  Company.     Plea  of  nolo  contendere.     Fine,  *."».">  and  costs. 

(I.  &  F  No.  445.    Dom.  No.  8805.) 

On  February  27,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  Division  of 
the  Northern  District  of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  in 
information  against  The  Cleveland  Galvanizing  Works  Co.,  a  corporation, 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  July  14,  1914,  from 
the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained 
in  cans,  labeled  "  Ridant's,"  and  a  quantity  of  an  article  in  the  form  of  cakes 
or  tablets,  labeled  "  Ridant's,"  which  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  cans  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the 
cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mislead  in::- , 
and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Ridant's 

*  *  *  Germicide.  Bacteriacide.  For  use  in  Rotary  Insect  Ridder.  For  sprin- 
kling laws  use  one  to  three  teaspoonfuls  on  waste  or  cotton  packed  in  brass 
container.  For  sprinkling  stable  refuse,  rubbish  piles,  etc.  *  *  *  for  gen- 
eral disinfecting,  one  to  two  tablespoonfuls  in  same  manner  *  *  *  Use  regu- 
larly for  all  sprinkling,  keeps  a  yard  sanitary,  free  from  germs,"  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  stable 
refuse  and  rubbish  piles  and  would  not  keep  yards  sanitary  and  free  from 
germs;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "Ridant's 

*  *  *  Insecticide.  For  use  in  Rotary  Insect  Ridder.  For  sprinkling  lawns, 
use  one  to  three  teaspoonfuls  on  waste  or  cotton  packed  in  brass  container.  For 
sprinkling  stable  refuse,  rubbish  piles,  etc.,  to  destroy  flies  and  larvae  or  for 
general  disinfecting,  one  to  two  tablespoonfuls  in  the  same  manner.  Excellent 
for  sprinkling  hen  houses,  washing  animals,  to  free  them  of  ticks,  fleas,  etc. 
Use  regularly  for  all  sprinkling,  keeps  a  yard  sanitary,  free  from  germs,  flies, 
bugs,  and  other  pests,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  not  rid  lawns  of  insects  or  destroy  flies  and  larva*  in  stable 
refuse  or  rubbish  piles,  or  free  hen  houses  and  animals  of  ticks  and  fleas,  or 
keep  yards  free  from  flies,  bugs,  and  other  pests. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  the  form  of  cakes  or  tablets  was  alleged  in 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  cakes  or 
tablets,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stance, were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insect  icidnl  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  ihe  toial  per- 
centage of  the  inert  substances  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  the  said  labels. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  cms  and  the  article  in  the  form  of 
cakes  or  tablets  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insect h-ide  and  fungicide, 
and  that  certain  printed  pamphlets  or  circulars,  packed  and  coinained  with  the 
cans  and  the  cakes  or  tablets  in  a  box  or  boxes  in  whh  h  the  same  were  shipi>ed, 
bore  the  statement,  "  Ridants  Carbolic  co-eflicient  4  to  7."  which  was  false  and 
misleading  in  that  it  represented  that  the  bactericidal  efficacy  of  the  article 
\va<  four  to  seven  times  greater  than  that  of  pure  carbonic  acid,  whereas  iu 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  bactericidal  efficacy  of  the  article  was  teas  than  four 
times  that  of  pare  carbolic  acid;  and  in  this,  that  the  said  printed  pamphlets 
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or  circulars,  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  and  the  cakes  or  tablets  in 
the  box  or  boxes  in  which  the  same  were  shipped,  bore  statements  which  were 
false  and  misleading  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  destroy  bacteria  and  germs,  and  would  make  yards  antiseptic, 
and  would  destroy  and  prevent  flies  in  and  about  rubbish  piles  and  stable 
refuse,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  destroy  bacteria  and  germs,  and  would  not  make  yards  antiseptic, 
and  would  not  destroy  and  prevent  flies  in  and  about  rubbish  piles  and  stable 
refuse. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  the  form  of  cakes  or  tablets  was  alleged  further 
in  that  the  said  printed  pamphlets  or  circulars,  packed  and  contained  with  the 
said  cans  containing  the  article  in  the  box  or  boxes  in  which  the  same  were 
shipped,  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  ants, 
grubs,  worms,  and  bugs  of  various  kinds  which  infest  the  ground  in  lawns  and 
gardens,  and  would  drive  insects  and  larvae  of  various  kinds  into  the  ground 
until  they  die,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  against  ants,  grubs,  worms,  and  bugs  of  various  kinds 
which  infest  the  ground  in  lawns  and  gardens,  and  would  not  drive  insects 
and  larvae  of  various  kinds  into  the  ground  until  they  die. 

On  April  12,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $55  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2,  1018. 


400 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


Insecticide  20.] 


34S,  Misbranding  of  "  Treevax."     U.  S.  v.  The  Treevax  Chemical  Co.  Plea 
of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  4oo.    Dom.  No. 

9657.) 

On  April  28,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
Treevax  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Hicksville,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendant,  on  January  2G,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the 
State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  cans,  labeled 
"  Treevax,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Treevax  Scale  and  Insect  Extermi- 
nator *  *  *  It  is  positively  guaranteed  if  used  according  to  advice  and 
directions  found  in  each  can.  *  *  *  Treevax  positively  kills  San  Jose 
Scale,  borers,  worms,  lice,  bugs,  and  every  insect  that  feeds  upon  leaf,  branch, 
root  or  fruit.  Treevax  invigorates  and  renovates  the  tree,  makes  fruit  more 
luscious,  brings  nature's  green  to  the  leaves,  restores  youth  to  old  trees  and 
protects  the  young,"  and  that  certain  circulars  contained  in  the  cans  bore 
the  statements,  "  Directions  for  Using.  Treevax  Scale  and  Insect  Extermi- 
nator. Bore  a  hole  in  tree  about  six  inches  above  ground  by  using  a  brace 
and  bit.  Size  according  to  size  of  tree.  For  instance,  a  tree  from  eight  to 
twelve  inches  in  diameter  use  an  inch  bit  and  a  tree  from  four  to  eight  inches 
in  diameter  use  from  one-half  to  three-quarter  inch  bit.  Bore  this  hole  about 
two  or  three  inches  deep  and  fill  with  Treevax  Seale  and  Insect  Exterminator, 
then  drive  hardwood  plug  in  hole  about  one-eighth  of  an  inch  below  the  sur- 
face of  the  tree  and  fill  remaining  part  with  grafting  wax.  All  dead  limbs 
should  be  trimmed  or  cut  off  tree.  This  is  very  essential  for  a  dead  limb  has 
no  sap  and  if  left  on  scale  or  other  pests  seek  refuge  on  it,  hence  full  benefit 
of  the  treatment  is  not  realized,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  scale 
or  insect  exterminator,  would  not  kill  San  Jose  scale,  borers,  worms,  lice, 
bugs,  or  every  insect  that  feeds  upon  leaf,  branch,  root,  or  fruit  of  trees,  would 
not  invigorate  or  renovate  the  trees,  would  not  make  the  fruit  more  lucious, 
would  not  bring  the  natural  green  color  to  the  leaves,  would  not  restore  the 
conditions  of  youth  to  old  trees,  and  would  not  protect  young  trees  from  dis- 
eases or  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"Treevax  Scale  and  Insect  Exterminator.  *  *  *  Treevax  positively  kills 
San  Jose  scale,  borers,  worms,  lice,  bugs  and  every  insect  that  feeds  upon 
leaf,  branch,  root  or  fruit."  and  certain  circulars  contained  in  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "  Directions  for  Using  treevax  Scale  and  Insect  Exterminator 
*  For  shrubbery,  such  as  rose  bushes,  pot  flowers,  etc.,  take  off  some 
of  the  dirt  from  around  the  roots,  then  put  about  two  tablespoons  full  around 
plant  and  cover  with  soil."  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed  by  said  statements,  would  not  kill  all  insects  that  attack  or 
infest  shrubbery,  rosebushes,  or  pot  flowers;  and  in  this,  that  certain  circulars 
contained  in  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Before  treating  your  trees  look 
at  the  branches  or  leaves  closely.  Cut  out  the  dead  branches.  If  for  San 
Jose  scale  use  a  microscope  without  which  you  cannot  see  these  -fcrce  pests. 
Treatment  during  the  dormant  period  will  not  produce  results  until  four  to 


Insecticide  20.]     SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  401 


six  weeks  after  the  flow  of  sap  starts,  then  by  looking  through  your  micro- 
scope you  can  see  for  yourself  that  Treevax  has  killed  the  scale,  leaving  it 
adhering  to  the  bark  or  leaves.  To  remove  this  scurvy-like  coat  Nature  and 
Treevax  requires  some  time,  in  many  cases  90  days,  but  eventually  the  bark 
will  clear  up  and  sport  a  healthy  glow  and  the  leaves  the  gloss  that  the  Creator 
intended.  *  *  *  Don't  expect  the  dead  scale  or  other  pests  to  drop  off 
the  trees  in  droves.  If  you  do,  disappointment  will  be  yours  although  Treevax 
does  its  work.  It  requires  time  for  Treevax  to  conquer  the  enemy  and  for 
Nature  and  Treevax  to  clear  the  battlefield.  Be  patient  and  absolute  satisfac- 
tion will  be  your  reward,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  use  of  the  article 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  not  kill  scale  on  trees ;  and  in  this, 
that  certain  circulars  contained  in  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Results 
from  treatment  for  lice  or  worms  can  be  seen  sooner  than  for  scale,"  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed 
would  not  kill  lice  or  worms  in  or  on  trees ;  and  in  this,  that  certain  circulars 
contained  in  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  In  peach  and  plum  trees  you  will 
find  gum  exuding.  Beware  of  Borers.  Cut  out  all  dead  limbs  and  use  Treevax. 
After  the  tree  has  been  treated  the  Borers  become  more  active  for  a  short  time 
in  an  effort  to  get  away  from  Treevax.  It  will  require  Treevax  from  four  to 
six  weeks  to  show  you  that  it  has  mastered  the  borer.  Your  tree  will  then 
take  on  new  life  and  growth,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  would  not  kill  borers  in  trees ; 
and  in  this,  that  certain  circulars  contained  in  the  cans  bore  the  statements 
"  Blight — the  enemy  of  the  Pear  tree,  is  conquered  by  Treevax  but  as  in  case 
of  the  Borer  it  requires  time,  about  the  same  time  for  a  positive  showing  and 
the  results  will  be  similar,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  would  not  be  effective  against 
pear  blight. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  further  alleged  in  the  information  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  completely  of  inert  substances  which 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percent- 
age amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the 
cans  containing  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser : 
In  this,  that  certain  circulars  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  ar- 
ticles in  a  box  or  case  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statements, 
"  Save  Your  Trees.  Treevax  Scale  And  Insect  Exterminator  Will  Positively 
Do  It.  Less  Expensive  Than  Spraying  And  Absolutely  Certain  In  Its  Action. 
Treevax  positively  kills  San  Jose  Scale,  Worms,  Lice,  Borers,  Bugs  and  every 
insect  that  feeds  upon  leaf,  branch,  bark,  roots  or  fruit,  Without  Injury  to 
Either.  Treevax  invigorates  the  tree  and  brings  nature's  color  to  the  leaves. 
Treevax  makes  possible  more  and  better  fruit,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  and  certain  scale 
or  insect  exterminator,  would  not  kill  San  Jose  scale,  worms,  lice,  borers,  bugs, 
or  every  insect  that  feeds  upon  the  leaf,  the  branch,  the  bark,  the  roots,  or  the 
fruit  of  fruit  trees,  it  would  not  invigorate  trees  and  would  not  restore  a 
natural  color  to  the  leaves,  and  would  not  cause  the  production  of  more  and 
better  fruit ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans 
of  the  article  in  the  box  or  case  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  Treevax  is  the  result  of  many  years  experimenting  to  secure  a  chemical 
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compound  that  is  soluble  with  the  sap  and  contains  elements  that  kill  all  hinds 
of  pests  Without  Injury  To  The  Sap  Or  Cell  Life  Of  Tree,"  whereas,  in  fact 
;  nd  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  contain  elements  that  caused  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  to  kill  all  kinds  of  pests  that  attack  or  infest  trees ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  circulars  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the 
box  or  case  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  Treevax  has 
been  fully  tested  and  is  the  only  certain  method  of  exterminating  all  of  the  in- 
sect pests,  because  it  is  the  only  treatment  that  can  Unfailingly  reach  every  part 
of  the  tree,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  exterminate  all  insect  pests  that  attack  or  infest  trees;  and  in  this, 
that  the  circulars  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  box 
or  case  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statements,  "  Science  has 
gone  far  in  recent  times  in  the  matter  of  treating  diseases  of  persons  and 
animals  by  methods  that  were  unheard  of  a  short  time  ago.  Plant  and  animal 
life  have  many  fundamental  characteristics  in  common.  The  Treevax  treatment 
is  based  on  the  same  scientific  facts  as  are  now  commonly  accepted  by  the  medi- 
cal profession  and  it  is  creating  the  same  revolution  in  the  treatment  of  diseases 
of  plant  life  that  has  already  taken  place  in  the  treatment  of  human  ills," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  treatment  of  trees  with  the  article,  as 
directed,  is  not  agreeable  with  and  does  not  depend  upon  the  principles  of  the 
science  of  the  treatment  of  plant  diseases ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars 
packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  box  or  case  in  which 
the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statements,  "  We  claim  that  Treevax  positively 
kills  San  Jose  Scale,  Worms.  Lice,  Borers,  Bugs  and  every  pest  that  saps  the 
trees.  It  invigorates  the  tree,  makes  the  fruit  more  luscious,  brings  nature's 
green  to  the  leaves,  restores  youth  to  the  old  trees  and  protects  the  young 
trees  from  their  many  enemies.  Treevax  is  not  poisonous.  It  is  not  injurious 
to  either  tree  or  fruit.  Rather  it  is  a  tonic  as  well  as  an  insecticide.  Treevax 
gives  the  same  results  when  applied  to  shade  trees,  rose  bushes  and  other 
shrubs,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  applied  to  fruit  trees 
as  directed,  would  not  kill  San  Jose  scale,  worms,  lice,  borers,  bugs,  or  every 
pest  that  feeds  on  such  trees,  it  would  not  restore  the  natural  green  color  to 
the  leaves,  it  would  not  restore  conditions  of  youth  to  old  trees,  it  would  not 
protect  young  trees  from  pests  or  diseases,  it  would  not  be  effective  as  a  tonic 
or  as  an  insecticide  on  such  trees,  and  the  article,  when  applied  to  shade  trees 
or  rosebushes  or  other  shrubs,  would  not  do  and  accomplish  ihe  said  things 
for  and  on  such  shade  trees  or  rosebushes  or  other  shrubs ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
circulars  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  !>..\  §r  ease 
in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statements.  "  Stop  The  Waste  Of 
Fruit.  Let  Us  Turn  Your  Loss  Into  Profit.  Let  Us  Make  Your  Efforts  a 
Pleasant  Pastime.  Treevax  Does  All  This.  Treevax  Menus  Dollars  Not 
Waste,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  in  stop- 
ping waste  of  fruit  on  fruit  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  packed  and 
contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  box  or  case  in  which  the  same 
were  shipped  bore  the  sta! cnunts.  " .fust  A  Word  About  I'enr  Blight  Among 
the  thousand  and  one  things  wo  are  asked  is,  '  Will  Treevax  kill  Pear  Blight?' 
We  submit  oue  of  our  many  testimonials  for  our  answer:  '  Hicksville.  Ohio, 
November  1.  1914.  The  Treevax  Chemical  ('<-..  Gentlemen :  You  ask  what 
results  I  received  from  the  use  of  Treevax.  I  have  a  very  valuable  pear  tree  on 
my  lot  which  was  very  badly  affected  with  blight.  80  badly.  I  thought  it 
was  sure  to  die.  The  whole  top  was  dead,  and  when  the  top  was  cut  out  it 
made  a  good-sized  brush  heap.    I  had  the  tree  treated  with  Treevax.  The 
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tree  soon  took  on  new  life  and  a  healthier  tree  can  not  be  found  than  my  pear 
tree,  and  it  was  just  loaded  with  fruit.  I  invite  you  to  come  and  see  the  tree. 
Everyone  should  know  what  Treevax  will  do  for  blight.  Truly  yours,  Mrs. 
Almon  Moose,'  "  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  applied  to 
pear  trees  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  pear  blight. 

On  May  26,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vkooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
46097°— 18  1 
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849.  Misbranding  of  "  Pioneer  Stock  Dip."     U.  S.  v.  Pioneer  Stock  Dip  & 
Remedy  Co.     Plea  of  gruilty.     Fine,  Jf30  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  80S. 

Dom.  No.  0534.) 

On  October  23,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of! 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Pioneer  Stock  Dip  &  Remedy  Co.,  a  corporation,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  April  12,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Missouri 
into  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  a  can,  labeled 
H  Pioneer  Stock  Dip,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insec- 
ticide Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  label  on  the  package  bore  state- 
ments which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the 
label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement,  "  To  cure  cuts,  saddle  or  harness  galls, 
sore  shoulders,  sore  necks,  sore  backs,  use  Pioneer  as  you  find  it  in  cans," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  cure  cuts,  saddle  or  harness 
galls,  sore  shoulders,  sore  necks,  or  sore  backs  in  or  on  horses  and  mules  in 
all  cases ;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement,  "  Pioneer 
neutralizes  all  impure  odors,  purifies  the  atmosphere,  cleanses  stables,  barns, 
outhouses,  hospitals,  jails,  hotels  and  all  places  where  man  or  beast  congregate," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  purify  the  atmosphere  in 
stables,  barns,  outhouses,  hospitals,  jails,  hotels,  and  all  places  where  man  or 
beast  congregate;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement, 
"  It  is  the  most  powerful  antiseptic  disinfectant  compounded,  and  is  death  to  all 
disease  germs,  when  the  germs  and  Pioneer  are  brought  in  contact,"  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  the  most  powerful  antiseptic 
disinfectant  compounded  ;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  Pioneer  Dip  is  the  death  knell  to  all  parasite^  that  prey  on  hogs,  cattle, 
sheep,  goats,  dogs  and  poultry,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would 
not  be  effective  against  all  parasites  that  prey  on  hogs,  cattle,  sheep,  goats, 
dogs,  or  poultry;  and,  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement, 
"  Pioneer  Dip  is  a  Deodorant,  non-poisonous  and  economical,"  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  was  poisonous;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can 
bore  the  statement,  "  Pioneer  Dip  is  the  death  knell  to  all  parasites  that  prey  on 
hogs,  cattle,  sheep,  goats,  dogs  and  poultry.  *  *  *  Kill  the  lice  and  mites 
before  they  kill  the  chicks.  To  rid  the  hen  house  of  lice,  mites,  bed-bugs,  spray 
with  your  force  pump  thoroughly  twice  or  three  times  in  twelve  days,  a  solution 
of  Pioneer  Dip,  one  part  Pioneer  to  seventy-five  parts  water.  Paint  the  floor  with 
Pioneer  as  you  find  it  in  the  can.  Clean  out  the  boxes  where  hens  lay  and 
hatch,  and  wash  the  boxes  with  a  solution  of  one  part  Dip  to  100  parts  water. 
Repeat  the  spraying  and  wash  occasionally  to  prevent  the  repeating  of  lice  and 
mites,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against 
chicken  lice,  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the 
statement,  "For  Hogs,  Cattle,  Sheep,  Goats.  Poultry  and  Dogs.  To  rid  hogs 
of  all  lice,  mange,  scurvy  and  measles  use  Pioneer  Dip  one  part  to  seventy-five 
parts  water,  and  dip  twice  ten  days  apart,  or  spray  hogs  thoroughly  twice  in 
ten  days  with  your  force  and  spray  pump.  Spray  the  beds,  pens  and  sleeping 
quarters  once  a  week,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  rid 
hogs  of  all  forms  of  mange,  or  of  scurvy,  or  of  measles,  if  used  and  applied  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement,  "  To  rid  cattle  of  all  lice, 
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mange  and  external  parasites,  dip  the  entire  bunch  in  Pioneer  Dip,  one  part 
Dip  to  seventy-five  parts  water.  In  extreme  cases  repeat  the  Dip  in  ten  days," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  rid  cattle  of  all  forms  of 
mange  or  of  all  external  parasites,  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on 
the  can  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Cure  Foot-Rot  in  Sheep — Pare  the  boot"  with 
a  sharp  knife  and  stand  the  sheep  in  a  solution  of  Dip  mixed  one  part  Dip 
to  fifty  parts  water.  Do  this  one-half  hour  daily  for  three  or  four  days," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  cure  foot-rot  in  sheep  in  all 
cases, 'if  used  and  applied  in  the  proportion  and  strength  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  label  on  the  package  or  can  did 
not  state  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
contained  therein,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
the  name  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredient. 

On  April  18,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $£0  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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ooO.  Adulteralion  ami  misbranding  of  "  Seal>olin."     U.  S.  v.  Montgomery 
Ward  &  Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $40  and  costs.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  440.    Dom.  No.  9812.) 

On  April  12,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Montgomery  Ward  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  in  Kansas 
City,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  April  12,  1915,  from 
the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  a  can,  labeled  "  Scabolin,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  .of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold :  In  this,  that  statements  on  the 
label  on  the  can  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
article  was  such  that  its  composition  was  the  same  as  the  composition  of  a 
certain  sample  theretofore  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  official  dipping  of  sheep,  and  that  when 
1  part  of  the  article  was  diluted  with  73  parts  of  water  a  iluid  would  be  pro- 
duced of  the  composition  required  of  a  coal-tar  creosote  dip  by  the  regulations 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  governing  the 
official  dipping  of  sheep;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  composition  of  the 
article  was  not  the  same  as  the  composition  of  a  certain  sample  theretofore 
submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
the  official  dipping  of  sheep,  and  when  1  part  of  the  article  was  diluted  with 
73  parts  of  water  a  fluid  would  be  produced  of  a  composition  different  from 
that  required  of  a  coal-tar  creosote  dip  by  the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  governing  the  official  dipping  of 
sheep,  and  inferior  in  quality  and  insecticidal  properties  and  efficacy. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  .alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  can  containing  the  article  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained 
therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  thai  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  label 
on  the  can  bore  the  statements,  to  wit:  "  Scabolin  Sheep  Dip  Vermin  and  Para- 
site Destroyer.  Approved  by  Bureau  of  Animal  Industry.  Standard  1  to  73. 
*  *  *  An  Official  Dip  of  Great  Efficiency  for  the  Killing  of  Lice,  Ticks, 
Scab  and  Other  Parasites  and  Disease  Germs  which  Infest  the  Bodies  and  Pens 
of  Hogs,  Sheep,  and  Cattle.  *  *  *  Directions  for  Using  Scabolin.  For 
Sheep  A  sample  of  this  product  has  been  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture for  examination.  We  guarantee  the  contents  of  this  package  to  be  of 
the  same  composition  as  the  sample  submitted  to  the  Department,  and  that 
when  diluted  according  to  the  directions  printed  hereon  for  the  treatment  of 
sheep  scab,  it  will  give  a  dipping  fluid  of  the  composition  required  of  a  coal- 
tar  creosote  dip  by  the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  governing 
sheep  scab.  To  Cure  Scab — Dip  sheep  in  a  1  to  72  solution,  repeating  in  eight 
to  ten  days.  Each  animal  should  bo  kept  in  the  tank  two  minutes,"  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  composition  of  the  article  was  not  the  same  as  the 
composition  of  a  certain  sample  theretofore  submitted  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  when  1  part  of  the  article  was  diluted  with 
73  parts  of  water  a  fluid  would  be  produced  of  a  composition  different  from 
that  required  of  a  coal-tar  creosote  dip  by  the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  governing  the  official  dipping  of 
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sheep,  and  inferior  in  quality  and  insecticidal  properties  and  efficacy ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statements,  to  wit :  "  Scabolin  Sheep 
Dip  Vermin  and  Parasite  Destroyer.  Approved  by  Bureau  of  Animal  Indus- 
try. Standard  I  to  73.  *  *  *  An  Official  Dip  of  Great  Efficiency  For  The 
Killing  of  Lice,  Ticks,  Scab  and  Other  Parasites  and  Disease  Germs  which 
infest  the  Bodies  and  Pens  of  Hogs,  Sheep,  and  Cattle,"  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  vermin,  all  parasites, 
or  all  disease  germs  that  infest  or  infect  hogs,  sheep,  or  cattle,  and  the  article 
had  not  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Industry  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  official  treatment  of  lice,  or  all  vermin,  all 
parasites,  or  all  disease  germs  that  infest  or  infect  hogs,  sheep,  or  cattle ;  and 
in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statements,  "  For  Horses.  Stables 
should  be  thoroughly  sprayed  daily  during  the  summer  with  the  1  to  100 
solution,  especially  the  interior  of  the  stalls,  the  drain,  the  floors  and  the  litter 
heaps.  It  deodorizes  and  purifies  the  air,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  air  in  stables  could  not  be  purified  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statements,  to  wit:  "For  Cat- 
tle. *  *  *  Dip  or  spray  with  the  1  to  73  solution.  Cures  skin  irritations. 
For  Mange,  Use  1  to  73  solution,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  all  varieties 
of  mange  that  affect  cattle  could  not  be  effectively  treated  by  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  said  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  said  method  and  man- 
ner; and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "For 
General  Use  *  *  *  In  sick  rooms  Scabolin  pure  left  standing  in  an  open 
dish  purifies  the  air  and  prevents  the  spread  of  infection,"  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the 
said  statement  would  not  purify  the  air  in  sick  rooms  and  would  not  prevent 
the  spread  of  infection;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  state- 
ments, to  wit,  "  For  Dogs.  Kennels  should  be  thoroughly  sprayed  with  the  1 
to  100  solution,  which  will  drive  away  insects  and  prevent  disease  in  hot 
weather.  This  should  be  done  three  times  a  week,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statement  would  not  drive  away  all  insects 
that  infest  dogs  and  would  not  prevent  all  diseases  that  affect  dogs;  and  in 
this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  General  Use 
The  1  to  100  solution  is  ati  effective  germ  killer,  deodorizer  and  antiseptic. 
It  destroys  insects  and  parasites,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of 
the  article  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  by  the  said  statements 
would  not  destroy  all  insects  and  all  parasites ;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on 
the  can  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  For  Dogs.  *  *  *  For  Mange — Wash 
thoroughly  in  1  to  73  solution,  breaking  up  scabs  with  a  stiff  brush,"  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed 
by  said  statement  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  that  affect 
dogs ;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  can  bore  the  statement,  to  wit :  "  For 
Poultry.  *  *  *  Roosts  should  be  painted  with  pure  Scabolin,  the  fumes 
of  which  kill  the  lice  while  the  fowls  are  at  roost,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  lice  on  fowls  could  not  be  killed  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statement. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit, 
water,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredi- 
ent were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  said  label  on  the  can  containing 
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the  article,  nor,  in  lien  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredi- 
ent of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  the  said  label. 

On  April  IS,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $40  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  WIS. 
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351.  Misbranding'  of  "  Dr.  Hohson's  Anti  Skeeter  Talc."  U.  S.  v.  William 
11.  Warner  &  Co.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  two  counts.  Plea  of 
g-nilty  to  the  third  eonmt.  Fine,  $30  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  %No.  478. 
Dom.  No.  9828.) 

On  April  6,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Mis- 
souri, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  three  counts, 
against  William  R.  Warner  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  June  10,  1915,  from  the  State  of 
Missouri  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in 
144  cans,  labeled  "  Dr.  Hobsoivs  Anti  Skeeter  Talc,"  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  first  and  second  counts  of  the 
information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels 
on  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"  Relieves  itching  and  infection  caused  by  mosquito  bites.  *  *  *  Direc- 
tions ;  *  *  *  To  relieve  itching  and  neutralize  infection,  apply  Dr.  Hobson's 
Anti  Skeeter  Talc  freely  and  rub  well,"  which  represented  that  the  article, 
when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  relieve  and  neutralize 
infection  caused  by  mosquito  bites,  whereas  the  article,  when  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  relieve  and  would  not  neutralize  infec- 
tion caused  by  mosquito  bites.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the 
third  count  of  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  talc  and  magnesium 
carbonate,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  of  the  cans,  nor,  in 
lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  said 
article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  said  article,  st-ated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cans. 

On  April  26,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  first 
and  second  counts  of  the  information,  and  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  third  count 
of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $30  and  costs. 

Carl  Viiooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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.'552.  Misbranding   of   "  Red    Diamond    Improved    Lonsc   Killer."    U.    S.  v. 

Meyer    Brothers    Drng    Co.     Plea    of    guilty.     Fine,    $40    and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  461.    Dom.  No.  9845.) 

On  Jammry  15,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Meyer  Bros.  Drug  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  or  about  March  19,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the 
State  of  New  Mexico,  of  a  quantity  of  an  aricle  contained  in  36  packages, 
labeled  "  Red  Diamond  Improved  Louse  Killer/'  which  was  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  a  fungicide,  and 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  naphtha- 
lene and  sulphur,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  one  of  such  inert  substances  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  nor,  in  lieu  of  naming  and  stating  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and 
fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1) 
the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  (2)  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  packages,  and  a  pamphlet  or  circular 
contained  in  each  of  the  packages,  bore  statements  which  represented  that  said 
article  would  destroy  all  kinds  of  mites  and  all  kinds  of  vermin  that  infest 
poultry,  cattle,  hogs,  or  other  domestic  animals,  if  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed,  whereas,  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  kinds  of  mites  and 
all  kinds  of  vermin  that  infest  poultry,  cattle,  hogs,  or  other  domestic  animals, 
if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed. 

On  May  8,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $40  and  costs. 

Carl  Vkoomax, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  January  28,  191S. 
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353.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  Dr.  Koi'inek's  Iiice  Killer."    U.  S. 

v.  Korinek  Remedy  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $10.  (I.  &  F.  No.  476. 
Dom.  No.  10370.) 

On  April  23,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Oregon,  act- 
ing upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Korinek  jftemedy 
Co.,  a  corporation,  Portland,  Oreg.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
June  19,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Oregon  into  the  State  of  Idaho,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  article,  contained  in  6  cans,  labeled  "  Dr.  Korinek's  Lice  Killer,"  which 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  labels  on  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  "  Contains  12  per  cent  Phenols ;  3.5  per  cent  Cresylic  Acid ;  84.5  per 
cent  Hydro  Carbons,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained 
phenols  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  12  per  cent  and  cresylic  acid  in  a 
proportion  less  than  3.5  per  cent ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "  Dr.  Korinek's  *  *  *  Exclusive  Vermin  Destroyer  For  Lice, 
Mites,  Fleas,  Bed-bugs,  and  Chiggers  *  *  *  Directions:  *  *  *  To  De- 
stroy Body  Lice  on  Fowls:  Apply  Dr.  Korinek's  Lice  Killer  to  the  roosts  an 
hour  before  the  chickens  go  to  roost,  the  vapor  destroys  the  lice  effectively," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  not  be  effective  in  destroy- 
ing body  lice  on  fowls ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  Dr.  Korinek's  *  *  *  Exclusive  Vermin  Destroyer  For  Lice,  Mites, 
Fleas,  Bed-bugs,  and  Chiggers  *  *  *  If  hen  and  chicks  have  lice,  place  the 
hen  in  a  box  with  Dr.  Korinek's  Lice  Killer  for  on  hour,  then  return  to  the 
chicks,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  not  be  effective 
in  destroying  lice  on  young  chickens. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans,  "  Contains  12  per  cent  Phenols ;  3.5  per 
cent  Cresylic  Acid ;  84.5  per  cent  Hydro  Carbons,"  purported  and  professed  that 
the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  was  such  that  it  contained  phenols  in 
the  proportion  of  12  per  cent,  and  cresylic  acid  in  the  proportion  of  3.5  per 
cent,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article  did  not  contain  phenols  in  the 
proportion  of  12  per  cent  and  did  not  contain  cresylic  acid  in  the  proportion  of 
3.5  per  cent,  but  contained  phenols  in  a  proportion  of  much  less  than  12  per 
cent,  and  cresylic  acid  in  the  proportion  of  less  than  3.5  per  cent. 

On  April  26,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Vuooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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054.  Misbranding   of  "  Creosone   Disinfectant."    U.   S.   v.   !.<><•  Holznpfcl 
(Sanitary  Supply  Co.).     Pica  of  guilty.     Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  471.    Dora.  No.  10611.) 

On  March  12,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  Louis 
Holzapfel,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Sanitary 
Supply  Co.,  at  Greenville,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
May  24,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  to  the  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article,  to  wit,  18  gallons,  contained  in  IS  cans,  labeled  "  Creosene  Disinfect- 
ant," which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  said  cans. 

On  May  7.  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed 
a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vbooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1018. 
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355.  Adulteration  and  sMisbranding'  of  "  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v. 

Santyline  Clieniieal  Company.  Plea  of  g-nilty.  Sentence  suspended. 
Personal  bond  accepted.     (I.  &  F.  No.  487.    Dom.  No.  10888.) 

On  May  10,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
Branch  of  the  Police  Court  for  said  District  an  information  against  the  Santy- 
line Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that  said  defend- 
ant offered  for  sale  and  sold  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  on  February  8,  1916, 
a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  bottles,  labeled  "  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant," 
which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
a  fungicide,  and  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  "  Pine  Oil 
Disinfectant.  With  The  Addition  of  Water  It  Makes  an  Emulsion  with  a 
Delightful  Pine  Odor.  A  proportion  of  one  part  fluid  to  two  hundred  parts  of 
water  it  makes  a  solution  of  sufficient  power  for  ordinary  disinfectants,"  rep- 
resented that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  was  such  that  it  consisted 
and  was  composed  wholly  or  for  the  most  part  of  pine  oil,  and  that  a  solution 
composed  of  one  part  of  the  article  to  200  parts  of  water  would  possess  dis- 
infecting properties  and  would  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant,  Avhereas  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality  in  that  it  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  in  whole  or  for  the  most 
part  of  pine  oil,  but  consisted  for  the  most  part  of  other  substances,  to  wit, 
water,  soap,  and  mineral  oil,  and  a  solution  composed  of  one  part  of  the  said 
fungicide  to  200  parts  of  water  would  not  possess  disinfecting  properties  and 
would  not  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and 
(1)  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  state- 
ment quoted  above,  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  represented  that  the 
article  consisted  and  was  composed  wholly  or  for  the  most  part  of  pine  oil, 
and  that  a  solution  of  1  part  of  the  article  to  200  parts  of  water  would 
possess  disinfecting  properties  and  would  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  wholly 
or  for  the  most  part  of  pine  oil,  but  did  consist  for  the  most  part  of  other 
substances,  to  wit,  water,  soap,  and  mineral  oil,  and  a  solution  composed  of 
1  part  of  the  article  to  200  parts  of  water  would  not  possess  disinfecting 
properties  and  would  not  be  an  effective  disinfectant. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil,  which  said  inert  substances  do 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the 
bottles,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  said  fungicide,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  said  bottles. 

On  May  10,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation,  and  the  court  suspended  imposition  of  sentence  and  accepted  the 
personal  bond  of  A.  O.  Tingley,  treasurer  of  said  company. 

Cael  Vkooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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•.'.r>i),  Misbranding  of  "  Cabot's  Milkol."     I".  S.  v.  The  S  u  1 1 1 1 ; o  -   a  i  >  1 1 1 ol  Com- 
pany.    Plea  of  nolo  contendere.     Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  4o'J.  Dom. 

No.  9352.) 

On  March  5,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
Sulpho-Napthol  Co.,  a  corporation,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  August  19,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the 
State  of  New  Hampshire,  of  a  certain  quantity  of  a  certain  article  contained  in 
6  cans,  each  inclosed  in  a  carton,  designated,  "  Cabot's  Milkol,"  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  con- 
tained therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Non-poisonous,"  and  "It 
is  absolutely  harmless  to  the  user,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article 
was  poisonous  and  harmful ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  to  wit,  "  For  cleaning  carpets,  destroying  buffalo  bugs,  moths,  etc., 
wipe  the  carpet  with  a  cloth  wet  in  a  solution  of  only  one  tablespoonful  of 
Milkol  in  a  pail  of  water,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not 
destroy  buffalo  bugs,  moths,  and  all  other  insects  which  infest  carpets,  when 
used  as  directed;  and  in  this,  that  certain  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  with 
the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Harm- 
less *  *  *  Milkol  is  non-poisonous  and  absolutely  harmless,"  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  was  poisonous  and  harmful;  and  in  this,  that  the 
pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  cartons 
bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  It  instantly  removes  bad  odors  of  every  descrip- 
tion— not  by  covering  them  up  but  by  destroying  the  cause,"  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  remove  bad  odors  of  every  description;  and 
in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in 
the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "A  tablespoonful  of  Milkol  in  a  pail 
of  clean  water  will  clean  quickly  and  thoroughly  where  soaps  and  powders  are 
powerless  *  *  *  It  destroys  water  bugs  and  other  insects.  Vermin  and  in- 
sects will  shun  floors,  woodworks,  sinks,  pipes,  etc.,  that  are  washed  with  Milkol. 
It  cleans  carpets  *  *  *  and  destroys  moths,  buffalo  bugs,  etc.,"  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  according  to  directions,  would  not 
destroy  water  bugs,  moths,  buffalo  bugs,  and  all  other  insects,  and  would  not 
cause  vermin  and  insects  to  shun  floors,  woodwork,  sinks,  and  pipes  that  are 
washed  with  said  article. 

On  May  11,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $23. 

Carl  Yroomax, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  1918. 
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357.  Misbranding  of  «  Force's  Roaehelenc/'    U.  S.  v.  I^.E.  Wilcox.     Plea  o£ 
guilty.     Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  F.  No.  481.    Dom.  No.  11020.) 

On  April  18,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Connecticut, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  L.  E.  Wilcox, 
New  Britain,  Conn.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  September  7, 
1915,  from  the  State  of  Connecticut  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  a  certain  article,  contained  in  72  boxes,  labeled  "  Force's  Iioachelene," 
which  was  inisbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  cereal 
starch,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  boxes  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the 
name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels  on  the  boxes  containing  the  said  insecticide. 

On  May  22,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Veooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 


41G  INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD.  [S.  R.  A.t 

n.">S.  Mi  sl>  muslins-  of  "  Extra  Pineola  Soluble."     t\  S.  v.  Georgia  Pine  Tur- 
pentine Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Pine,  $20  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No. 

372.    Dom.  No.  8969.) 

At  the  March  term,  1917,  of  the  United  States  Court  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  North  Carolina,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  said  district,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  in- 
formation against  the  Georgia  Pine  Turpentine  Co.,  a  corporation,  having  a 
place  of  business  at  Fayetteville,  N.  C,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  May  16,  1914,  from  the  State  of  North  Carolina  into  the  State  of 
Virginia,  of  47  gallons  of  an  article  contained  in  a  barrel,  labeled  "  Extra 
Pineola  Soluble,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  then 
and  there  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arse- 
nates, and  that  it  did  consist  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water, 
which  said  inert  "substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at 
all,  on  the  barrel  containing  the  article  or  on  any  label  on  the  same,  nor,  in 
lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  said 
barrel  or  on  any  label  thereon. 

On  May  28,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

Carl  Ykoomax. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  101S. 
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359.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Stoneeypher's  'Irish  Potato  Bug 
Killer  Compound."  U.  S.  v.  James  H.  Stonecypher,  Charles  Stone- 
cypher,  and  Samuel  C.  Moon.  Plea  of  g-nilty.  Fine,  $10.  (I.  &  F.  No. 
424.    Dom.  Nos.  10023,  10034.) 

On  April  30,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
South  Carolina,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
James  H.  Stonecypher,  Charles  Stonecypher,  and  Samuel  C.  Moon,  trading  and 
doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  Stonecypher  Drug  &  Chemical  Co., 
Westminster,  S.  C,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendants,  on  May  6, 
1915,  from  the  State  of  South  Carolina  into  the  State  of  Georgia,  and  on  March 
4,  1914,  from  the  State  of  South  Carolina  into  the  State  of  Alabama,  of  quan- 
tities of  an  article,  contained  in  840  packages  or  cartons,  and  360  packages 
or  cartons,  respectively,  labeled  "  Stonecypher's  Irish  Potato  Bug  Killer  Com- 
pound," which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insectcide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  in  the  information  in 
that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  labels  on  each  of  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article  bore  the  statements,  "Active  Ingredients.  Aceto-copper 
arsenite  13  per  cent.  Other  ingredients  87  per  cent,"  which  purported  and  pro- 
fessed that  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  was  such  that  the  article 
contained  aceto-copper  arsenite  in  the  proportion  of  13  per  cent  thereof,  and  that 
substances  and  ingredients  other  than  aceto-copper  arsenite  contained  in  the 
article,  possessed  the  property  of  killing  potato  bugs,  whereas  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  did  fall  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in 
that  the  article  contained  aceto-copper  arsenite  in  a  proportion  less  than  13  per 
cent,  and  in  that  the  substances  and  ingredients  other  than  aceto-copper  arsenite 
contained  in  the  article  did  not  possess  the  property  of  killing  potato  bugs. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  contain- 
ing the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and 
substances  contained  therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser: 
In  this,  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  to  wit:  "Active  Ingredients.  Aceto-cop- 
per arsenite  13  per  cent.  Other  ingredients  87  per  cent,"  whereas,  in  fact  and' in 
truth,  the  article  contained  aceto-copper  arsenite  in  a  proportion  less  than  13 
per  cent,  and  the  article  did  not  contain  substances  and  ingredients  other  than 
aceto-copper  arsenite  which  possessed  the  property  of  killing  potato  bugs ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Does  not  wash 
off,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  be  removed  by  rain  from 
potato  plants  to  which  it  had  been  applied. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an.  insecticide,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof, 
and  the  total  amount  of  the  said  arsenic  so  present  in  the  article  was  not 
stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels 
of  the  packages  or  cartons  containing  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof  and 
in  water-soluble  forms,  and  the  total  amount  of  the  said  arsenic  in  water- 
soluble  forms  so  present  in  the  article,  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum 
of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages  or  cartons 
containing  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit, 
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substances  other  than  Paris  green,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  and  did 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  pack- 
ages or  cartons  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  percent- 
age amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  ingredients  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages  or 
cartons. 

At  the  May  term,  1917,  of  the  said  court  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty  to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Veooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  101S. 
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360.  Misbranding  of  "  Sheep  Dipping  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  Charles  EJ.  Timson 
(William  Cooper  &  Nephews).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  ^25  and  costs. 
(I.  &  F.  No.  32G.    Dom.  No.  8169.) 

On  July  28,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Charles 
E.  Timson,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  William 
Cooper  &  Nephews,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or 
about  July  14,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Minnesota,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  cans,  labeled  "Cooper's  Sheep  Dipping 
Powder,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  contained 
.arsenic  in  one  of  its  combinations,  and  the  total  amount  of  said  arsenic  present 
in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at 
all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead 
arsenates,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  one  of  its  combinations  and  in 
water-soluble  form,  and  the  amount  of  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  pres- 
ent in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  ike  labels  on  the  packages. 

On  June  4,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Gael  Veooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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3(61.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Salter's  Lice  Killer."     IT.  s.  v.  P.  S. 

Bnrch  &  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  Jjiliu  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  33T. 

Dom.  No.  8313.) 

On  December  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
F.  S.  Burch  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  or  about  February  7,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the 
State  of  Wisconsin,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  cans,  labeled 
"  Sahser's  Lice  Killer,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  was  intended  for 
use  on  vegetation,  and  contained  a  substance  or  substances,  which,  although  pre- 
venting, destroying,  repelling,  or  mitigating  insects,  the  said  substance  or  sub* 
stances  were  injurious  to  such  vegetation  when  used  thereon ;  in  this,  that 
the  words  and  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  house  plants,  paint  the  inside  of  a 
box  or  barrel  with  the  liquid,  place  the  plant  inside  and  cover  tightly.  In  one 
hour  the  plant  may  be  taken  out;  the  lice  will  all  be  dead,"  borne  on  each  of 
the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  indicated  that  the  article  was  in- 
tended for  use  on  house  plants  for  preventing  and  destroying  insects  thereon 
in  the  said  method  and  manner,  whereas,  if  the  article  were  used  on  house 
plants  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  it  would  be  injurious  to  said  house 
plants. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  (1)  that 
the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false 
sncl  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
<  eive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the 
article  bore  the  statements,  "  Salzer's  Lice  Killer.  *  *  *  "When  a  large  num- 
ber of  fowls  are  to  be  treated,  paint  the  nest-boxes,  roosts,  supports  and  drop- 
ping boards  in  the  house,  nail  up  a  wide  board  a  few  inches  below  the  roost, 
and  give  this  a  thick  coat  of  liquid.  -The  best  time  to  apply  the  liquid  is 
just  before  the  fowls  go  to  roost."  whereas,  the  article,  if  used  and  applied 
iii  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  chicken 
lice;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  the 
statements,  "  Salzer's  Lice  Killer.  *  *  *  For  ducks,  paint  the  floor  and 
sides  of  the  pen,"  whereas,  the  article,  if  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed,  would  not  be  effective  agaiist  lice  on  ducks;  and  in  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  the  statements,  "  Salzer's 
Lice  Killer.  *  *  *  For  old  hen  and  chicks,  place  the  hen  in  a  box  for  an 
hour,  that  has  had  a  good  coat  of  the  liquid;  sufficient  odor  will  remain  in  her 
feathers  to  kill  the  lice  on  the  chicks.*'  whereas,  the  article,  if  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  he  effective  against  lice  on  young 
chickens;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore 
the  statements,  "Salzer's  Lico  Killer.  *  *  *  For  house  plants,  paint  the 
inside  of  a  box  or  barrel  with  the  liquid,  place  the  plant  inside  and  cover 
tightly.  In  one  hour  the  plant  may  be  taken  out;  the  lice  will  a/1  he  dead," 
whereas  the  article,  if  used  and  applied  to  house  plants  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed,  would  cause  injury  to  said  house  plants.  "Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris 
greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit.  water,  which  said  inert  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on 
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each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages,  nor,  in  lien  of  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  June  4,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Caul  Vkooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  WIS. 
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302.  \dnltera<ion  and  misl>ram1inpr  of  **  Cooper's  Fnnsricide  '*  anil  "  Coop- 
er's Poisoned  Fun.uicide."  U.  S.  v.  Charles  13.  Timson  (William 
Cooper  &  Nephews).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $25  and  eosts.     (I.  ft  L'. 

No.  437.    Doui.  Nos.  7893,  7S04.) 

On  January  27.  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
Charles  E.  Timson,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of 
William  Cooper  &  Nephews,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said 
defendant,  on  or  about  February  2,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the 
State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  72  cans,  labeled 
"Cooper's  Fungicide,"  and  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  24  cans, 
labeled  "  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide,"  which  said  articles  were  adulterated 
and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  designated  "  Cooper's  Fungicide  "  was  alleged  in 
the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell 
below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  In  this, 
that  the  statement,  "  Cooper's  Fungicide.  An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture 
*  *  *  Active  Ingredient  Copper  8.33%  ;  Inert  Matter  91.67%  Inert  only  in 
respect  to  the  law — these  ingredients  have  very  definite  and  valuable  action 
and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  consumer  are  decidedly  not  inert,"  borne  on 
the  labels  on  the  72  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality 
of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  was  composed  wholly  or  for  the  most 
part  of  Bordeaux  mixture,  and  that  the  ingredients  other  than  copper  contained 
in  the  article  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi;  whereas  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality 
in  that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  or  for  the 
most  part  of  Bordeaux  mixture  and  did  not  contain  any  Bordeaux  mixture, 
and  the  ingredients  other  than  copper,  contained  in  the  article,  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi.  Adulteration  of  the  article  designated  "  Coop- 
er's Fungicide"  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  "was  a  fungicide,  and  that  the 
statement,  "  Cooper's  Fungicide.  An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture  *  *  * 
Active  Ingredient  Copper  S.33 7c  ;  Inert  Matter  91.G7%  Inert  only  in  respect 
to  the  law — these  ingredients  have  very  delinite  and  valuable  action  and  from 
the  viewpoint  of  the  consumer  are  decidedly  not  inert,"  borne  on  the  labels 
on  the  72  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was  composed  wholly 
or  for  the  most  part  of  Bordeaux  mixture,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  sub- 
stances other  than  Bordeaux  mixture  had  been  substituted  wholly  for  the  article. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  designated  "Cooper's  Fungicide"  was  alleged  in 
the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  article  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  72  cans  bore  the  statement. 
"Cooper's  Fungicide.  An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture,"  whereas,  in  truth  and 
in  fact,  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  or  Cor  the  most  part  of  Bordeaux 
mixture  and  did  not  contain  any  Bordeaux  mixture;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
on  the  72  cans  bore  the  statement,  "Active  Ingredient  Copper  8.33$  ;  Inert 
Matter  91.07%  Inert  only  in  respect  to  the  law — These  ingredients  have  very 
definite  and  valuable  action  and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  consumer  are  de- 
cidedly not  inert,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fa  -t.  the  ingredients  other  than 
copper,  contained  in  the  article,  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi  ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  (iff  the  72  cans  Here  the  statement,  "Cooper's  Fungi- 
cide. *  *  *  Prevents  Fungus  Diseases  *  *  *  When  to  Spray — First 
Spraying  to  control  Fungus  disease  and  bud  moth.    This  should  be  made  after 
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the  frost  has  left  the  ground  and  before  the  buds  burst.  For  Fungus  diseases 
only  use  the  non-poisoned  Fungicide  at  rate  of  one  pound  to  every  ten  gallons 
of  water,  *  *  *  Shrubs,  Bushes,  and  Small  Fruit — should  be  sprayed  with 
either  the  poisoned  or  non-poisoned  Fungicide  as  conditions  determine,  and  at 
same  strength  as  for  fruit  trees.  Truck  Gardens— The  non-poisoned  Fungicide 
will  be  found  effective  in  controlling  fungus  diseases  such  as  Rusts,  Wilts, 
Blights,  etc.  *  *  *  The  strength  of  one  pound  to  ten  gallons  will  be  suf- 
ficient," whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  prevent  or  control 
all  fungus  diseases  that  affect  fruits  and  fruit  trees,  shrubs,  bushes,  or  vege- 
tables, or  wilts  or  all  blights  that  affect  vegetables,  if  the  article  were  used 
and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed  by  the  said  statment.  Misbranding  of  the  article  designated  "  Cooper's 
Fungicide  "  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  the  state- 
ment, "  Cooper's  Fungicide.  An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture,"  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  72  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was  Bordeaux 
mixture,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  was  not  Bordeaux  mixture 
but  was  an  imitation  of  Bordeaux  mixture. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  designated  "  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide "  was 
alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  its 
strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which 
it  was  sold :  In  this,  that  the  statement,  "  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide.  An 
Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture.  *  *  *  Contains  3.2%  Insoluble  Arsenic  cal- 
culated as  Metallic  Arsenic;  6.33%  Copper.  Inert  Matter  88.57%  Inert  only 
in  respect  to  the  law — these  ingredients  have  very  definite  and  valuable  action 
and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  consumer  are  decidedly  not  inert,"  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  24  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality 
of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  was  composed  essentially  or  for  the 
most  part  of  Bordeaux  mixture,  and  that  the  ingredients  other  than  copper 
and  a  compound  of  arsenic,  contained  in  the  article,  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects,  or  fungi,  and  that  the  article  contained  insoluble  arsenic, 
calculated  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  3.2  per  cent ;  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality  in  that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  or  for 
the  most  part  of  Bordeaux  mixture  and  did  not  contain  any  Bordeaux  mix- 
ture, and  the  ingredients  other  than  copper  and  a  compound  of  arsenic,  con- 
tained in  the  article,  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  and  the  article  contained  insoluble  arsenic,  calculated  as  metallic  arsenic, 
in  a  proportion  less  than  3.2  per  centum.  Adulteration  of  the  article  desig- 
nated "  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide  "  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Cooper's  Poisoned 
Fungicide.  An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture.  *  *  *  Contains  3.2%  Insol- 
uble Arsenic  calculated  as  Metallic  Arsenic;  8.33%  Copper.  Inert  Matter 
88.57%  Lsert  only  in  respect  to  the  law — these  ingredients  have  very  definite 
and  valuable  action  and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  consumer  are  decidedly  not 
inert,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  24  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the 
article  was  composed  essentially  or  for  the  most  part  of  Bordeaux  mixture, 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  substances  other  than  Bordeaux  mixture  had 
been  substituted  wholly  for  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  designated 
"  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide  "  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  contain- 
ing the  article  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser: In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  24  cans  bore  the  statement,  "Cooper's 
Poisoned  Fungicide.    An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mixture,"  whereas,  in  truth  and 
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in  fact,  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  or  for  the  most  part  of  Bordeaux 
mixture  and  did  not  contain  any  Bordeaux  mixture:  and  in  this,  that  the  lahels 
on  the  24  cans  bore  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Contains  3.2%  Insoluble  Arsenic 
calculated  as  Metallic  Arsenic;  S.33%  Copper.  Inert  Matter  88.57%  Inert 
only  in  respect  to  the  law — these  ingredients  have  very  definite  and  valuable 
action  and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  consumer  are  decidedly  not  inert, *' 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  ingredients  other  than  copper  and  a  com- 
pound of  arsenic,  contained  in  the  article,  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  article  contained  insoluble  arsenic,  calcu- 
lated as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than  3.2  per  cent ;  and  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  24  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungi- 
cit]e  *  *  *  Destroys  Caterpillars  and  other  Leaf  Eating  Pests  *  *  * 
When  to  Spray —  *  *  *  A  second  spraying  to  control  Codlin  Moth  and  Cur- 
culio  should  be  made  with  the  Poisoned  Fungicide  when  about  70%  of  the 
blossoms  have  fallen.  *  *  *  This  same  spraying  also  coats  young  fruit 
sufficiently  to  guard  against  attacks  of  Plum  Curculio  and  enough  poison  will 
be  found  on  leaves  to  take  care  of  any  leaf  eaters  present  at  this  time.  Use 
the  Poisoned  Fungicide  one  pound  to  ten  gallons  for  this  spraying.  Subse- 
quent sprayings'  should  be  made  during  the  summer — these  to  stop  attacks  of 
leaf  eaters.  Local  conditions  must  decide  the  exact  time  for  each  user.  Shrubs, 
Bushes  and  Small  Fruit — should  be  sprayed  with  either  the  poisoned  or  non- 
poisoned  Fungicide  as  conditions  determine,  and  at  the  same  strength  as  for 
fruit  trees.  Truck  Gardens —  *  *  *  The  poisonous  Fungicide  will  control 
all  leaf  eaters  such  as  Worms,  Slugs,  Caterpillars,  etc.  The  strength  of  one 
pound  to  ten  gallons  will  be  sufficient,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
article  would  not  prevent  or  destroy  all  leaf-eating  insects  and  pests  that  attack 
fruit  trees,  shrubs,  or  bushes,  and  would  not  control  all  worms,  sings,  cater- 
pillars, and  other  leaf-eating  insects  and  pests  that  attack  vegetables  if  the 
article  were  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  ou 
the  24  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide.  *  *  *  Pre- 
vents Fungus  Diseases  *  *  *  "When  to  Spray — First  Spraying  to  control 
Fungus  disease  and  Bud  Moth.  This  should  be  made  after  the  frost  has  left 
the  ground  and  before  the  buds  burst.  For  Fungus  diseases  only  use  the  non- 
poisoned  Fungicide  at  rate  of  one  pound  to  every  ten  gallons  of  water, 
*  *  *  Shrubs,  Bushes,  and  Small  Fruit — should  be  sprayed  with  either  tin; 
poisoned  or  non-poisoned  Fungicide  as  conditions  determine,  and  at  same 
strength  as  for  fruit  trees,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would 
not  prevent  or  control  all  fungus  diseases  that  affect  fruits  or  fruit  trees, 
shrubs,  or  bushes,  if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  ami  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  designated  "Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide"'  was 
alleged  in  th;it  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide.  An  Improved  Bordeaux  Mix- 
ture." borne  on  the  labels  on  the  24  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the 
article  was  Bordeaux  mixture,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  \v;is 
not  Bordeaux  mixture,  but  was  an  imitation  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  designated  "Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide"  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  labels  on  the  24  cans  did  not 
state  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  contained  in  the 
article,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
designated  "Cooper's  Poisoned  Fungicide"  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  the  labels  on  the  24  cans  did  not  state  cor- 
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rectly  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  tlie  inert  ingredients  contained  in 
the  article,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  copper  and  a  compound  of  arsenic, 
which  said  inert  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects 
or  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  June  4,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 


426 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOAED. 


[S.  B.  A., 


3G3.  Adulteration  and  m isl>rain"linsr  of  "  Lion  11  rand  Paris  Green."     U.  S.  v. 

The  James  A.  Illanehard  Company.     Plea  of  11011  vult.     Fine,  $160« 

(I.  &  F.  No.  354.    Dura.  Nos.  8G70,  8813,  SSG3,  8888.) 

On  August  26,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  Information,  in  four 
counts,  against  The  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  a  corporation,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant  of  quantities  of  an  article  desig- 
nated "  Lion  Brand  Paris  Green,  "  in  violation  Qf  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010,  as 
follows :  On  July  8,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Oregon, 
a  quantity  contained  in  300  packages ;  on  April  28,  1014,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  a  quantity  contained  in  100  packages;  on  Jan- 
uary 5,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  a  quantity 
contained  in  40  packages;  and  on  December  S,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New 
Y'ork  into  the  State  of  California,  a  quantity  contained  in  200  packages. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  article  in  the  shipment  on  July  8, 
1914,  was  adulterated  in  that  it  was  Paris  green,  and  that  it  contained  less  than 
50  per  cent  of  arsenious  oxide.  Adulteration  of  the  article  in  the  shipment  on 
July  8,  1914,  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  Paris  green,  and  that 
substances  other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  calcium  sul- 
phate, and  sand,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  with  the  article  so  as  to  reduce, 
lower,  and  injuriously  affect  its  quality  and  strength.  Adulteration  of  the  arti- 
cle in  each  of  the  other  three  shipments  was  alleged  in  that  a  substance  other 
than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  with 
the  article  so  as  to  reduce,  lower,  and  injuriously  affect  its  quality  and  strength. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  the  shipment  on  July  S,  1914,  was  alleged  in 
that  it  was  Paris  green,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  pac  kages  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this, 
that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of  each  of  the  packages,  to  wit.  "  War- 
ranted Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green,"  and  "  Is  Stric  tly  Pure,"  represented  that  the 
article  was  strictly  pure  Paris  green,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
was  not  strictly  pure  Paris  green,  but  contained,  besides  Paris  green,  other 
substances,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  calcium  sulphate,  and  sand:  and  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  each  of  the  packages,  to  wit.  "guaran- 
teed to  contain  more  than  50%  arsenious  oxide,"  represented  that  the  article 
contained  arsenious  oxide  in  a  proportion  greater  than  50  per  cent,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  arsenious  oxide  in  a  proportion  Less 
than  50  per  cent.  Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  of  the  other  three  ship- 
ments was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  re- 
garding the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  SO  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  thi<, 
that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of  each  of  the  packages,  "  Warranted 
Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green."  and  "Is  Strictly  Pure."  which  represented  that  the 
article  was  strictly  pure  Paris  green,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
was  not  stictly  pure  Paris  green,  but  contained,  besides  Paris  green,  another 
substance,  to  wit.  sodium  sulphate. 

On  June  20,  1017,  the  defendant  entered  :>  plea  of  non  vult  to  the  information, 
and  the  .court  imposed  a  fine  of  *1  •">'>. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  191S. 
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-364.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Crude  Carbolic  Acid."     U.  S.  v. 

National  Aniline  &  Cneinieal  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  ^20. 
(I.  &  F.  No.  470.    Dom.  No.  10684.) 

At  the  March  term,  1917,  of  the  United  States  Court  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  New  York  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  said  district,  acting  upon  a 
report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  information 
against  the  National  Aniline  &  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  September  4,  1915,  from  the 
State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  to  wit, 
47f,  more  or  less,  gallons  of  an  article,  contained  in  a  barrel  or  cask,  labeled 
"  Crude  Carbolic  Acid,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  words  and 
figures,  "  Crude  Carbolic  Acid  10/15%,"  borne  oil  the  label  affixed  to  the  barrel 
or  cask  containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and 
quality  of  the  article  was  such  that  it  contained  phenols  in  a  proportion  not 
less  than  10  and  not  greater  than  15  per  cent,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality  in  that  it  contained  phenols  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  10  per  cent. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  label  on  the  barrel  or  cask  bore  a 
statement  which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  label  on  the  barrel  or  cask,  "  Crude  Carbolic  Acid  10/15%," 
represented  that  the  article  consisted  of  phenols  in  a  proportion  not  less  than 
10  nor  greater  than  15  per  cent,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  con- 
tained phenols  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  10  per  cent. 

On  June  30,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
a*nd  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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SOS.  31  is  lira  ml  ins  of  "  Licccil."     V.  S.  v.  Mctzwcr  Mann  fa  ci  u  ring-  Co.  Pica 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $100  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  402.    Doni.  NoS.  0184, 

9822.) 

On  February  24,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Metzger  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  at  Quiney, 
111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  June  2,  1915,  from  the 
State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  on  July  28,  1914,  from  the  State 
of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Iowa,  of  certain  quantities,  contained  in  bottles,  of 
an  article  designated  "  Licecil,"  which  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  of  the  two  shipments  was  alleged  in  the 
information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  bottles  of  the  article, 
and  cartons  inclosing  each  of  the  bottles,  bore  statements  which  represented 
that  the  articles,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by 
the  said  statements,  would  destroy  all  lice  and  all  other  insects  and  vermin  that 
infest  poultry,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  destroy 
all  lice  or  all  other  insects  or  vermin  that  infest  poultry  ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  and  cartons  bore  statements  which  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements, 
would  destroy  all  lice  that  infest  sitting  hens,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the 
said  statements,  would  not  destroy  all  lice  that  infest  sitting  hens;  and  in  this, 
that  the  labels  and  cartons  bore  statements  which  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  state- 
ments, would  destroy  all  lice  that  infest  small  chickens,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed 
by  the  said  statements,  would  not  destroy  all  lice  that  infest  small  chickens. 

On  June  25,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

Carl  Yrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  10 IS. 
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360.  Misbranding-  of  "  Warnack's  Tree  Paint."  U.  S.  v.  124  Cans  of  War- 
nock's  Tree  Paisit.  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture. 
Product  ordered  destroyed.  (I.  &  F.  No.  419.  g.  No.  34.  Dom.  No. 
12681.) 

On  October  3,  191G,  ike  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  seizure, 
condemnation,  and  forfeiture  of  124  cans  of  an  article  designated  "  Warnock's 
Tree  Paint."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on 
January  20,  1916,  by  the  International  Pear  Blight  Cure  Manufacturing  Co., 
Independence,  Mo.,  and  had  been  transported  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into 
the  State  of  California  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  and  that  the  article  remained 
in  the  original  packages  at  Los  Angeles,  Cal. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide 
and  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910 : 
In  that  the  label  on  each  of  the  cans  bore  the  statements  regarding  the  article, 
*'  Directions  for  Applying  Warnock's  Tree  Paint  *  *  *  To  prevent  and 
cure  Blight  the  paint  must  penetrate  the  cambium  layer  and  taint  the  sap. 
*  *  *  The  intelligent  use  of  Warnock's  Tree  Paint  will  cure  every  blighted 
fruit  tree  in  America,"  which  statements  were  false  and  misleading,  in 
that  they  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article,  if  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  on  the  labels,  would  prevent  and 
cure  blights  that  affect  fruit  trees,  whereas,  the  article,  if  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed  on  the  said  labels,  would  not  prevent  or 
cure  blights  that  affect  f  ruit  trees ;  and  in  that  the  labels  on  each  of  the  cans 
bore  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  "  Stone  fruit  trees  do  not  blight  also 
their  bark  is  thin.  They  only  require  a  light  coat  of  paint  to  prevent  rabbits 
mice  and  borers,"  which  statements  were  false  and  misleading  in  that  they 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article,  if  used  and  applied  to 
stone  fruit  trees  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  on  the  labels,  would  pre- 
vent all  borers  that  attack  stone  fruit  trees,  whereas,  the  article,  if  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  on'  the  labels,  would  not  prevent 
any  or  all  borers  that  attack  stone  fruit  trees. 

On  March  13,  1917,  no  claimant  of  the  goods  having  appeared,  a  decree  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  article  was  ordered  destroyed 
by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Clarence  Ousley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  .Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  12,  1918. 
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W7.  Misbranding;  of  "  W'arnock's  Tree  Paint. TT.  S.  v.  TOO  Cans  of  War- 
nock's  Tree  Paint.  Decree  of  condemnation  and  f orfeitnre.  Prod- 
uct ordered  destroyed  or  released  under  bond.     (I.  &  F.  No.  489.    S.  No. 

36.    Dom.  No.  130G3.) 

On  March  27,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  for  confisca- 
tion and  condemnation  of  100  cans  of  an  article  designated  "  Warnock's  Tree 
Paint."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libe]  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  by  the 
International  Pear  Blight  Cure  Manufacturing  Co.,  Independence,  Mo.,  and  had 
been  transported  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Nebraska,  and 
was  received  by  the  consignee  in  the  unbroken  packages  at  Beatrice,  Nebr., 
on  March  3.  1017. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  in  that  a  label 
affixed  to  each  of  the  cans  bore  the  statements  as  follows :  "  Directions  For 
Applying  Warnock's  Tree  Paint.  First  remove  the  ground  down  to  the  brace 
roots.  Clean  the  parts  to  be  painted.  Remove  the  shell  bark  from  the  bodies  of 
the  trees.  Prepare  the  paint  by  keeping  the  paint  bucket  in  a  larger  bucket 
that  contains  hot  water  or  hot  ashes.  The  paint  should  be  about  the  tempera- 
ture of  new  milk.  Apply  the  paint  with  a  good  brush  on  bodies  and  lower  parrs 
of  the  large  limbs,  well  up.  Paint  as  the  first  coat  on  a  building.  Do  not  paint 
the  roots.  If  trees  have  Crown  Gall  or  Collar  Hot,  paint  the  diseased  parts 
heavier  than  the  balance  of  the  body.  In  painting  canker  blotches,  extend  the 
coat  of  paint  several  inches  above  and  below  the  diseased  part  clean  round 
the  limb.  Do  not  cut  out  the  canker  blotches,  the  wound  would  never  bark 
over.  The  paint  kills  the  bacteria  and  new  bark  will  form  and  the  old  bark 
will  shell  off.  To  preveut  and  cure  blight,  the  paint  must  penetrate  to  the 
cambium  layer  and  taint  the  sap.  If  the  bark  is  thick  the  trees  may  require 
repainting  after  the  first  is  entirely  absorbed.  This  is  determined  by  making 
a  small  opening  in  the  bark.  Cut  out  the  large,  blighted  limbs  and  paint  the 
cut.  Do  not  cut  out  the  blighting  twigs;  the  new  growth  will  soon  hide  them. 
Stone  fruit  trees  do  not  blight.  Their  bark  is  thin.  A  light  coat  ot  paint  will 
protect  them  from  rabbits,  mice,  borers  and  San  Jose*Scale.  The  scale  is  a 
sap  sucker.  It  can  not  live  on  tainted  sap.  Do  not  paint  when  the  trees  arc 
damp  or  frozen.  Paint  all  seasons  of  the  year.  Trees  that  are  set  in  the  fall 
Should  not  be  painted  until  the  following  spring.  Newly  planted  trees  should 
not  be  painted  until. after  they  commence  growing.  Do  not  replace  the  earth 
until  the  bark  has  had  time  to  absorb  the  paint.  Shako  the  container  well 
before  removing  any  of  the  paint.  Keep  the  paint  well  stirred  while  being 
used.  These  directions  are  important  and  best  results  cannot  be  obtained  unless 
they  are  complied  with.  The  intelligent  use  of  Waruoek's  tree  paint  will  cure 
the  worst  cases  of  blight.  With  its  use  fruit  trees  can  be  as  easily  grown  as 
Cottonwoods.  Warnock's  tree  paint  is  protected  by  U.  S.  Letters  Patent; 
770.7.VJ.  Address  International  Pear  Blight  Cure  Mfg.  Co.,  S19  South  Cottage 
St..  Independence,  Mo.   Bell  Phone  1G59." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  label  of  each  of  the 
cans  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser: 
In  this,  that  statements  on  the  label  represented  that  the  said  article,  when 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  cure  collar  rot  ou  fruit 
trees,  whereas,  the  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed,  would  not  cure  collar  rot  on  fruit  trees;  and  in  this,  that  statements 
on  the  label  represented  that  the  said  article,  when  applied  in  the  method 
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and  manner  as  directed,  would  cure  canker  blotches  on  fruit  trees  by  killing 
the  bacteria  which  caused  such  canker  blotches,  whereas,  the  article,  when 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  cure  canker  blotches 
on  fruit  trees  by  killing  the  bacteria  that  caused  such  canker  blotches;  and 
in  this,  that  statements  on  the  label  represented  that  the  said  article,  when  ap- 
plied in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  prevent  and  cure  blight  in 
fruit  trees,  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed,  would  not  prevent  or  cure  blight  in  fruit  trees;  and  in  this,  that  state- 
ments on  the  label  represented  that  the  said  article,  when  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed,  would  protect  all  fruit  trees  from  all  boring  insects 
and  would  prevent,  destroy,  and  repel  San  Jose  scale  on  fruit  trees,  whereas, 
the  said  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would 
not  protect  all  fruit  trees  from  all  boring  insects  and  would  not  prevent, 
destroy,  or  repel  San  Jose  scale  on  fruit  trees. 

The  International  Pear  Blight  Cure  Manufacturing  Co.  having  appeared 
as  an  intervener  and  filed  an  answer  to  the  libel,  and  the  case  having  come  on 
for  trial  before  the  court  on  June  11,  1917,  the  court  decreed  that  the  article 
was  subject  to  seizure  and,  by  reason  of  the  allegations  alleged  and  proven, 
should  be  condemned  as  misbranded,  and  ordered  that  the  article  be  so  con- 
demned, and  that  it  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal,  and  that  the 
intervener  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceeding ;  provided  that  the  intervener  might 
redeem  the  goods  by  giving  a  bond  in  a  penal  sum  conditioned  that  the  goods 
should  not  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  law. 
The  court  (Munger,  D.  J.)  rendered  the  following  opinion  in  the  case: 

"  This  libel  for  condemnation  is  brought  by  the  United  States  against  a 
quantity  of  insecticide  and  fungicide  alleged  to  be  misbranded  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  April  26,  1910  (38  Stat.,  331).  The  goods  were  seized  as  having 
been  transported  from  another  State  for  sale  and  as  being  in  the  original 
unbroken  packages.  The  chief  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  article, 
which  is  known  as  Warnock's'  Tree  Paint?  will  do  what  the  label  on  the  con- 
tainer asserts  that  it  will  do.  This  label  gives  directions  for  preparing  the 
fruit  trees  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied,  and  for  the  application  of  the  liquid. 
A' portion  of  it  reads  as  follows  : 

"  '  If  trees  have  Crown  Gall  or  Collar  Rot,  paint  the  diseased  parts  heavier 
than  the  balance  of  the  body.  In  painting  canker  blotches,  extend -the  coat  of 
paint  several  inches  above  and  below  the  diseased  part  and  clean  round  the 
limb.  Do  not  cut  out  the  canker  blotches,  the  wound  would  never  bark  over. 
The  paint  kills  the  bacteria  and  new  bark  will  form  and  the  .old  bark  will 
shell  off.  To  prevent  and  cure  blight,  the  paint  must  penetrate  to  the  cambium 
layer  and  taint  the  sap.  If  the  bark  is  thick  the  trees  may  require  repainting 
after  the  first  is  entirely  absorbed.  This  is  determined  by  making  a  small 
opening  in  the  bark.  Cut  out  the  large,  blighted  limbs  and  paint  the  cut.  Do 
not  cut  out  the  blighting  twigs;  the  new  growth  will  soon  hide  them.  Stone 
fruit  trees  do  not  blight.  Their  bark  is  thin.  A  light  coat  of  paint  will 
protect  them  from  rabbits,  mice,  borers  and  San  Jose  Scale.  The  scale  is  a 
sap  sucker.    It  cannot  live  on  tainted  sap. 

"  '  The  intelligent  use  of  Warnock's  tree  paint  will  cure  the  worst  cases  of 
blight.    With  its  use  fruit  trees  can  be  as  easily  grown  as  Cottonwoods.' 

"  The  libel  charges  that  this  label  is  false  and  misleading  in  the  statements 
that  the  paint  kills  the  bacteria  that  causes  canker  blotches,  that  it  will  cure 
blight,  and  that  it  will  protect  stone  fruit  trees  from  borers  and  San  Jose  scale. 
There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  contents  and  chemical  analysis  of  the  liquid.  A 
number  of  entomologists  and  plant  pathologists  have  testified  to  the  results  of 
actual  tests  of  the  liquid  for  the  purposes  of  curing  canker  blotches,  blight, 
and  the  prevention  and  cure  of  attacks  by  borers  and  the  San  Jose  scale,  and 
also  given  their  opinions  that  the  liquid  has  no  practical  efficacy  for  these 
purposes.  Some  testimony  has  been  given  by  practical  orchardists  as  to  the 
results  of  actual  experiments,  but  the  testimony  is  fully  convincing  that  the 
article  will  neither  cure  canker  blotches,  blight,  nor  prevent  nor  cure  San  Jose 
scale  or  the  attacks  of  borers. 
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"The  libel  alleges  that  the  label  was  misleading  in  asserting  that  the  article 
would  cure  collar  rot,  but  the  label  does  not  make  any  such  assertion.  Because 
of  the  false  and  misleading  assertions  that  are  made  and  regardless  of  the 
intent  of  the  shipper  (Seven  cases  of  Kckman's  Alterative  vs.  United  States, 
239  U.  S.  510;  Eleven  Gross  Packages  of  Dr.  Williams  Pink  Pills  vs.  United 
States,  233  Fed.  71;  United  States  vs.  Thirty-six  Pottles  of  London  Dry  Gin, 
210  Fed.  271;  United  States  vs.  Two  Cases  of  Chloro-Xaptholeum  Disinfectant, 
217  Fed.  477),  the  Government  will  be  entitled  to  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  for  the  sale,  or  in  case  a  sale  can  not  be  had,  for  the  destruction  of  the 
goods  seized,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  owner  to  give  bond  for  the  repossession 
of  them.  The  district  attorney  may  -prepare  a  decree  accordingly  and  submit 
the  same  to  adverse  counsel." 

Clarence  Ousley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  12,  1918. 
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368.  Misbranding?  of  "  Lime  Swlylini*  Sclmtion."  U.'  S.  v.  28  Barrels,  more 
or  less,  of  so-ealiecl  insecticide  find  fnng-ieide.  Decree  pro  con- 
fess© of  condemnation  and  forfeiture.  Product  ordered  destroyed 
or  sold.     (I.  &  F.  No.  491.   '  S.  No.  37.    Pom.  No.  13075.) 

At  the  April  term,  1917,  of  the  United  States  Court  for  the  District  of  Kansas, 
the  United  States  attorney  for  the  said  district,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  and 
condemnation  of  28  barrels,  more  or  less,  of  an  article  purporting  to  be  lime 
sulphur  solution.  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped 
on  March  21,  1917,  by  the  National  Spray  Material  Co.,  St.  Joseph,  Mo.,  and 
had  been  transported  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  and 
remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Wathena,  Kans. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide, 
and  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other 
than  sulphides  and  thiosulphate  of  calcium,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed 
to  each  or  any  of  the  said  barrels  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the 
names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  said  article  having 
insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said 
inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on 
each  or  any  label  borne  qn  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  barrels. 

On  June  18,  1917,  the  cause  having  come  on  for  final  judgment,  and  no 
claimant  or  intervenor  having  appeared  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  product,  a 
decree  of  confiscation  and  condemnation  was  entered,  and  the  article  was 
ordered  destroyed  or  sold  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Clakence  Ousley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  12,  1918. 


WASHINGTON  :  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE  J  1918 


